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---On commencing at 10:00 a.m. 

THE REGISTRAR: Please come to order. 
This hearing is again in session. Please be seated. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Starkman. 

MR. STARKMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am not sure that the amplification system is working. 
Can people hear me at the back? 

MRS. FORMUSA: No. 
sx-Off ithenrecord discussion? 

MR. STARKMAN: Is that better? Oh. 
Thank you. 

RONALD TABOREK, 

DAVID BARRIE, 


JOHN KENNETH SNELSON, 
JUDITH RYAN; Resumed 


CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. STARKMAN (Cont'd): 


Q. Ms. Ryan, there is just one question 
I neglected to ask you yesterday before I move on to 
the question of life extension. It is with respect to 
the environmental division, the signing off procedures. 
And I know you had a long discussion with Mr. Shepherd 
and so on. The only question I had was, did the 
environmental division sign off the DSP? 

MS. RYAN: A. I know we were part of the 
process and so our comments were incorporated into the 


document. I can't answer that question right now. I 
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do not know. In that it went through for approval, it 
was signed off, but I do not have that information. 

Q. I am just a little unclear on the 
answer. You said, "Since it went through for approval, 
it was signed off," so do I take it that the 
environmental division signed off, and by "signed off", 
I take it we mean, you said it was acceptable to the 
environmental division or you said it was unacceptable? 

A. I ampgustatseyingibosthank ofVthe 
timing of when the DSP went through and when the 
sign-off began. I do not recall the specific sign-off, 
but to the extent that environment division was 
involved in the process of preparing the document, yes, 
it had our agreement. 

Q. So, I take it the answer is 
ultimately, the environment division signed off DSP as 
being the acceptable environmental plan? 

A. Except that I do not have a record of 
the specific sign-off. 

Q. I understand. I mean, maybe we are 
nitpicking here ta, little bity but-- 

THE CHAIRMAN: Let me cut through. But 
if there had been a sign-off procedure, you would have 
signed off. Would that be fair. 


MS. RYAN: Thats) correct. 
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MR. STARKMAN: Q. All right. Were the 
comments made by the environmental division with 
respect to the DSP in its developmental stages? 

MS. RYAN: A. Yes. We were part of the 
process and we had comment at the various stages, 
recognizing that environment division came into being 
after the process was initiated. 

Q. Yes. I appreciate that. Is there 
something in writing that you could provide us with, 
indicating what comments the environmental division 
made on various aspects of the plan? 

A. I believe we answered an 
interrogatory to that effect and said that the internal 
management process which led to the Demand/Supply Plan 
really was not relevant to this process. 

Q. Well, that may have been your answer 
to the interrogatory, but I am asking you now if there 
are documents which would indicate what the 
environmental division's comments were with respect to 
the plan in its developmental stages. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I am not sure that 
those comments would be relevant. Granted, there would 
be some give and take within the Organization resulting 
in the DSP. There would be views provTandycon on 


various matters, but the plan that we are considering 
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today is the Demand/Supply Plan, whatever it happens to 
be. 

MR. STARKMAN: Well, Mr. Chairman, just 
let me -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: I am sure there were views 
expressed, conjectures made in the course of the 
formulation of DSP that would be all over the place, 
but what help is that to us? 

MR. STARKMAN: Mr. Chairman, let me try 
to put, it. this.way: -Weebelieverthathes thissispa 
hearing about a plan, and one of the things that 
Ontario Hydro is saying is, we have within our 
Organization an environmental division, people 
concerned about environmental matters, and that we take 
these things into account when we develop the plans. 

In other words, you can have confidence 
in our ability to take these into account, and we do 
not have any confidence in that ability. We think that 
they really do not do this. We are trying to explore 
to what extent there is this give and take with respect 
to environmental matters or whether it is just a lip 
service type of procedure inside Ontario Hydro. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, even if the worst 
case, if it were nothing more than lip service, so 


what? How is that going to help us decide our 
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assessment of the plan? 

MR. STARKMAN: Mr. Chairman, nie Si willing 
to pass on. I think it might have been some assistance 
because the Board, in drafting its decision, if there 
is confidence in Ontario Hydro's ability and commitment 
to doing this sort of environmental analysis 
internally, that dictates a certain type of decision 
that the Board will make. 

If the Board ultimately does not have any 
confidence that Ontario Hydro is really sensitive to 
environmental issues in carrying out its mandate, then 
the Board, in our submission, would be compelled to 
draft a decision which has many, many more conditions 
and is much more particular about the type of 
discretion that Hydro will be left with in making all 
the determinations that they say they are going to make 
over the course of the next 25 years. 

So, it is quite a fundamental question 
ultimately whether the Board believes Hydro that they 
are set up and committed to taking the environment into 
account when they make the decisions, but I am willing 
EO epassitons 

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, if you want to ask a 
question of this witness along those lines, I am not 


going to stop you from doing that and they can answer 
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it as they see fit. 

MR. STARKMAN: Q. I think the question I 
was trying to get at was to explore the types of give 
and take and trade-offs that are ultimately made in the 
development of the plan, and I asked whether there were 
documents would indicate the comments that the 
environmental division made with respect to the 
elements of the plan in its draft stages? 

MS. RYAN: A. My knowledge of the way 
that the development went - and I guess specifically, 
you would be referring to the environmental analysis 
because that is where we had the most input - the 
process was through work group and committee, so that 
it was mostly verbal discussion on how the document was 
going to look and what considerations should be taken 
into account. So, our input was incorporated that way. 

But.2l think: jit 46s “iniportant tol doreat 
the document that was produced and the manner in which 
it is being reviewed here, to incorporate further 
considerations. That is important and not the process 
that Ontario Hydro went through to get to the document. 

MR. SNELSON: A. We do expect, Mr. 
Starkman, to bring evidence on how the plan was 
selected in Panels 10 and 11 and that selection process 


will include how environmental matters were weighed in 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


Taborek,Barrie, 4364 
Snelson,Ryan 
cr ex (Starkman) 


that decision and so, there may be an Opportunity to 
ask this sort of question of witnesses on that panel. 

Q. Yes. I appreciate that, but I am 
Still back to this question of whether there are 
internal documents. I understand what you Say. Most 
of it was done in working groups orally, there was a 
lot of give and take, but are there documents with 
respect to this process, the development of this 
process? 

MS. RYAN: A. To my knowledge, there are 
not specific documents. 

Q. So, specific questions about the 
types of environmental concerns that were raised with 
the development of the preferred plan and the trade-off 


between the plan, you are suggesting we deal with in 


PanelLOlorei 2 


MR. SNELSON: A. I believe that the 
issue as to whether environmental costs in monetary 
terms should be included in cost studies which will be 
dealt with in principle in Panel 3. That each of the 
subsequent option panels will have evidence on how 
environmental matters and environmental considerations 
were taken into account in the selection and the 
valuation of specific options, and that the overall 


issue as to the selection of a plan from both an 
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economic, technical and environmental point of view 
will be brought in Panels 10 and ll. 

Q. Let me ask you one more question, Ms. 
Ryan, on this. To your knowledge, were there concerns 
raised by the environmental division that in your 
opinion were not adequately addressed in the plan in 
its final format? 

MS. RYAN: A. To my knowledge, we did 
raise concerns with respect to early drafts and those 
concerns were implemented and show up in the drafts 
that came out, or the final report. 

Os. Sop ‘Insyour Opinion, then,” the 
concerns of the environmental division were adequately 
addressed in the DSP, the final draft of the DSP? 

A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Let me move on then to 
the question of plant retirement. I don't know who I 
should address these questions to in the first 
instance, but can we just look at page 4-12 of the 
Plan, 4-12 of the balance of power, and I guess it is 
figure 4-12 that I am looking at, Mr. Taborek. 


MR. TABOREK: A. Yes. 
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[10:15 a.m.] Q. And this figure outlines the fossil 
and nuclear generating unit retirements by 2014. 

A. Yes. 

Q. And by my calculation, there is 
approximately 6600 megawatts of fossil generating 
Capacity that is projected to be retired. 

A. I believe that's the number we 
testified to. 

THE CHAIRMAN: How much, 6600? 

MR. TABOREK: 6600, approximately. 

MR. STARKMAN: Q. And is Hydro telling 
us in this plan that they will retire these units? 

MRP TABORERS BAL OYes  8CTheyOwill* retire, 
you haven't put a date on it. 

Q. I guess I should finish the sentence. 
They will retire these units on or before the indicated 
dates? 

A. No. We are not saying that. The 
words "some sooner," "some later" perhaps. 

Q. And because that's because it's an 
average retirement date; is that why? 

Agwusthati se parteosg hit Miyes' 

Q. And what is the other part or parts? 

fl ucNo;, .chatisuns rtp, thats vir, 


Q. What is going to determine whether or 
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not a plant retires before or after the 40-year 
average? 

A. We outlined to you four criteria that 
are assessed periodically to determine what the life of 
a station should be. We did that in our direct 
evidence. They are, in effect, the ability to repair 
it and carry it on; the availabilty of more economic 
technology; the ability to meet the environmental and 
other regulations that will prevail in future, and the 
availabilty of approvals for new generation. 

O.4 Mr> Taboreky.t listened to Mr. Howard 
in his opening remarks and I think he indicated, if you 
like, that the date for the construction of a new 
nuclear plant would be pushed back to approximately 
2007 because of the moratorium and Hydro having stopped 
the pre-engineering. So, that there would be a delay 
in this matter. 

I am just wondering what effect that 
delay would have on these retirement dates, because 
when I look down the list - I am looking at the fossil 
plants - a number of them seem to be retiring in and 
around that period, meaning the turn of the century 
through to 2010, there is a considerable number of 
retirements of fossil plants. Wouldn't that, the 


situation with the stopping of the pre-engineering on 
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the new nuclear, make it necessary or inevitable that 
you would have to extend the retirement dates for these 
fossil plants? 

A. No, I think 40 years would still 
remain the best life to use. The single fact of the 
moratorium and the delays in the availabilty of base 
load, by itself, would not cause us to change that. 

Q. Mr. Taborek, I take it are you aware 
of the concept of life extension? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Would I be correct that “in the States 
more and more utilities are either extending the life 
of plants or repowering them in some fashion to have 
their average life go beyond 40 years, out into the 50 
and perhaps even 60-year lifetimes? 

A. More and more utilities are 
considering it. A lot of utilities are looking at it, 
Ipdongt, chink wittesefairetowsaynthatithey are achieving 
it yet. 

Q. But they are looking at it? 

Ans eyes 

Q. And some are even doing it? 

A. Some are. 

Q. And do you know why they are doing 


it, talking here about extending the life? 
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A. They would be looking at the same 
criteria we are and determining in their corporate 
circumstances that is a path that they would like to 
follow. 

Q. Is Hydro looking at this possibility 
in any way? 

A. In general, it remains an option. 

The difference between the U.S. and ourselves is that 
our plants are at mid-life. 

THE CHAIRMAN: I am sorry, your plants 
are what? 

MR. TABOREK: Excuse me, sir? 

THE CHAIRMAN: The difference between the 
U.S. and ourselves, our plants are...? 

MR. TABOREK: Are at their mid-life. The 
plants that the Americans are looking closely at are 
closer towards the end of their life. We have made the 
point that it is an academic exercise to attempt to 
judge future conditions too early ina plant's life. 

So that it is perhaps appropriate for the 
Americans to be looking at life extension; it is 
certainly not appropriate for us to be considering it. 

In addition, many of the American 
utilities do not have 40-year lives. They tend to have 


30-year lives for instance, linked not so much to the 
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Physical life of the units, but to the licensing 
conditions that prevail in the U.S. 

MR. STARKMAN: Q. But with respect to 
the first part of your answer, I take it that since 
Hydro's fossil generation is in its mid-life, you 
haven't taken a serious look at it because they are not 
near the end of their projected life? 

MR. TABOREK: A. On the contrary. We 
have taken a most serious look at it. It isa very 
serious consideration. 

Q. But you won't make a decision about 
the life extension until they are closer to the end of 
their projected service lives? 

ASBeCOorrect. 

Q. So that, with respect to the dates 
that you have given us, it's very hard to tell - I am 
talking about the retirement dates for the fossils - it 
is very hard to tell whether those dates will hold up 
until we are closer to the actual date in question? 

A. The best information that we can 
provide you with after a good deal of work and good 
deal.wofsthought<i.sut hati :bhats usmthe appropriate life to 
use. And that furthermore, that is the life that will 
actually be experienced. 


Q. But would you agree with me that it 
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would, as a general principle, almost always be, if you 
like, easier in the the broadest sense to repower or 
completely rebuild a fossil plant on an existing site 
rather than finding a new site to locate a fossil 
plants? 

MR. SNELSON: A. Maybe I can deal with 
that, Mr. Starkman. 

The existing fossil generation sites are 
important sites for electrical generation, and that's 
because they already are focal points of the 
transmission system, they have access to cooling water, 
fuel supplies, infrastructure that is necessary to 
generate electricity. That is the reason why in the 
balance of power, Demand/Supply Plan, that 
redevelopment of the sites where there are presently 
existing plants, after the end of their life, that is 
why those sites are identified as illustrative sites 
for future development. So, that is clearly recognized 
in the plan. 

Q. So, I take it the answer is broadly 
yes, it is easier, environmentally easier, and it would 
be cost-effective to refurbish an existing plant on an 
existing site than build a brand new one on a virgin 
site? 


MR. TABOREK: A. No, there are two 
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thoughts there together. One is new versus 
refurbishment, the answer to that is no. 

MR. SNELSON: A. The other one is 
redevelopment. 

MR .wWTABOREK: OAC’ Ana’ therother” is 
redevelop an existing site versus a new site, and Mr. 
Snelson indicated, there are some factors favouring the 
existing site, but there are a lot of factors that 
enter into a decision as to the best location for a new 
generating station. 

Q. But the impression I get from reading 
this chapter is that you will retire these units and 
then just bulldoze them flat and they will be park 
land, or something. 

RGewelly Peden! tethink#weesardathat.« As 
a matter of fact, I think in the latter chapters, as 
Mr. Snelson as indicated, they are candidates for 
redevelopment for the stations that we are looking at. 

Q. Mr. Taborek, if it turned out that 
youngot s0cyearsyor%60 "== let's’ stay with 50, if you 
got an average of 50 years out of the fossil units 
rather than 40 that you have indicated in the plan, do 
you have any idea what impact that would have on the 
need date for new generating capacity, holding 


everything else equal? oieae 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


24 


Za 


Taborek,Barrie, 4373 
Snelson,Ryan 
cr ex (Starkman) 


(10:25 a.m.] A. Well, to the extent that that 
generation is available and able to generate then it 
would defer the need for new generations. However, I 
would not recommend that you plan on the basis of a 
50-year life for fossil stations. The environmental 
trends are such that it is going to be very, very 
difficult to keep those stations operating. 

Q. Mr. Taborek, if you refurbished or 
life-extended an existing plant wouldn't you be able to 
put in state of the art environmental controls? 

A. No, not necessarily. 

Q. Why do you say that? 

A. Because there may not be space, there 
may not be compatibility, and it may not be economic, 
and I would give you Lakeview, for example. I believe 
I've testified to Lakeview as a major station that has 
particular problems we're watching very close see. 

Q. What about refurbishing or repowering 
the coal plants for natural gas? 

A. That is an option that is being 
looked at for some of the Lakeview units. 

Q. What about for other coal-fired 
units? 

A. Which other coal-fired units now? 


Q. For any other coal-fired units, are 
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you looking at that possibility? 

A. Well, we look at the possibility but 
one of the things you find is that the generation of 
electricity uses enormous amounts of fuel. One of the 
things we looked at for an OEB hearing was a 
calculation of the amount of fuel that Nanticoke would 
require, just Nanticoke. I think we worked out that it 
would utilize 25 per cent of all the gas used in 
Ontario. 

There is, I think generally, recognized 
that if problems arose the priorities would go to the 
normal gas market and second priority would go to 
electricwubitities., J/Sop othe Ewel-is)tof (limited 
resource, relatively expensive, albeit clean and good 
to burn, and, therefore, the idea of massive amounts of 
immediate generation on gas has to be viewed with 
caution. 

That is why utilities tend to look for 
cheap fuel that is little used by other users such as 
uranium and coal, for instance. 

Q. Mr. Taborek, what year did you do 
that analysis? 

Asw Tadideit asyearrorstwotage. 

Q. Is this a combined cycle plant? 


A. No. You said Nanticoke, using 
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Nanticoke, yes. 

Q. Do you count mothballed plants in the 
calculation of the need for new capacity? I know you 
have told us you don't count it in operating reserve or 
in planning reserve, but do you count it when you are 
looking at the need for new capacity? 

A. Well, in this particular calculation 
of the need, Hearn and Keith are essentially retired 
around 2005. At various times in the early 2000s, so 
they are not counted through the remaining period. Nor 
are they counted in the 32,000 I think we mentioned to 
you. 

Q. So, you don't count mothballed plants 
because you didn't count Hearn Keith? 

A. Well, Hearn and Keith are our 
mothballed plants and Thunder Bay 1. 

MS. PATTERSON: Is the answer to this 
then that Hearn and Keith are projected to be retired 
around 2005 and are not calculated after that? 

MR. TABOREK: That's correct. 

MR. STARKMAN: Q. I wanted to talk about 
Hearn and Keith. First of all, what size of a unit is 
Hearn? 

MR. TABOREK: A. Hearn has eight units 


totaling 1200 megawatts. There are four 200 megawatt 
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units and four 100 megawatt units. Keith is 264 
megawatts, it has four 66 megawatt units. 

Q. I take it that the question of what 
Should happen with these facilities has been under 
discussion for a considerable period of time? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Can we just look in Exhibit 136, 
excuse me, 166 at Page 119. And this is a report 
received in response to an interrogatory, it's called 
Retirement Study, basically, of Hearn and Keith. 

A. Yes. 

Q. I just wanted to look briefly at the 
recommendations and rational which start at the bottom 
of 118, under heading 5.0, and continue on to 119. 

Particularly on 119 there are a number of 
reasons outlined for recommending that Hearn and Keith 
be maintained in a mothballed state. 

MR. SNELSON: A. Yes, perhaps I can 
answer your question if you have one. 

Q. It goes on, other advantages of 
mothballing and so forth. I didn't want to read all of 
these in. I think they are there to be read but the 
question I really have is, back in 1984 this matter was 
looked at and it was determined to mothball these 


units? 
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A. . Yes. 

Q. Essentially for these reasons. I'm 
just asking why it is that this -- what has changed to 
make you want to retire these plants, aren't these 
reasons still valid? 

A. There has been the passage of time, 
there have been changes in environmental acceptability 
and environmental use, there has been, despite the 
mothballing, some deterioration in the equipment. 
There have been other proposals for the use of some of 
these generating station sites. 

Q. Yes. On the last point that matter 
has been under discussion for a very long time? 

A.. JI misorry? 

Q. The other uses for the site have been 
under discussion for a very long time. 

A. Not necessarily. 

Q. Mr. Snelson, what I'm getting at is 
that you have these two units, they are in place, they 
have been mothballed at least since 1984, what has 
changed? 

You told me the four things, but is there 
anything, more specifically, that has changed to make 
you set a retirement date? 


A. I don't believe that we have set a 
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specific retirement date. Mr. Taborek has said that he 
believes they will be retired by about 2005, that is a 
judgment, not a specific retirement date. 

OLo Welly yout jist back ip'to! page 72 
of this same Exhibit 166. This was Interrogatory 
2.7.48, please provide the currently estimated 
retirement date for each of Ontario Hydro's generating 
units, and it says the decommissioning date for Hearn 
and Keith units currently mothballed is expected to be 
in the year 2005, now you are telling me that no date 
has been set. 

MR. TABOREK: A. That is an assumption 
for financial calculation purposes which is compatible 
with the assumption, the judgment, made for the DSP. 

Q. So, you are telling me now, no date 
has been set for the retirement of Hearn and Keith? 

MR. SNELSON: A. I believe that the 
longer they are in a mothballed condition the more 
difficult it will be to return them to service. 

Q. But has a date been set for their 
retirement? 

Ax) NO: 

Q. If no date has been set for their 
retirement why are they not included in the plan? 


A. Well, we do have some experience and 
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I have said that the environmental conditions have 
changed and for instance we did have proposals last 
year to restart the Hearn units. That was a cause of 
considerable concern by a number of parties within the 
area, including the City of Toronto, who, I believe, 
are going to cross-examination us on this issue later 
today. 

So, the restart of those units is not 
necessarily a forgone conclusion as being acceptable. 
We believe, in fact, the restart is acceptable but we 
know that it is controversial and that there are 
different views. The longer they are in a mothballed 
state then the more difficult it will be to restart 
them, both physically and from the environmental point. 

Q. I understand that Mr. Snelson, but 
you didn't answer my question. If there is no 
retirement date set and Hydro believes they could be 
restarted and I understand it's controversial, anda 
lot of things Hydro does are controversial. The 
question really is, why haven't you included them in 
the plan as one of the options that might be used with 


respect to meeting the electricity needs. 
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(10:36 a.m.) » A.“-They are’ included’ in the plan for 
upper load growth, but not in the plan for median load 
growth. 

MR. TABOREK: A. Because in median load 
growth, they would be retired in the period leading up 
Eo.4.2005; 

Q. So, when you say they are included in 
the plan for the upper load growth, is it reasonable to 
conclude that what Ontario Hydro Léealdysintends?t6 do, 
or would like to do is, as they said in the 1984 
retirement study is, keep them on hold and available to 
see how things turn out and then make a decision later 
as to what should be done with them? 

Is that a fair way to look at what you 
are really proposing about these plans? 

MR. SNELSON: A. They are being kept as 
an insurance against upper load growth. That was the 
plan .in,.1984.. ALt,-iskthesplan today, but I think we 
have lower confidence today that we will, in faceyube 
able to use them. 

Q. So, there is some insurance there, 
and that is these units? 

Bea) Theys anelshownihindthesplanecas being 
returned to service in upper load growth for a limited 


period of time as an insurance. 
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Q. Now, Mr. Snelson, I guess I should 
ask you this question. I notice there is no discussion 
in the plan about Wesleyville. 

A. Wesleyville is identified as an 
illustrative site, I believe. 

Q. Well, for a nuclear station, but I 
understood -- 

A irebelteve itivs aiso*an @ttustrative 
site for a fossil station. 

Q. What about the old unit that Hydro 
was constructing there in the '70s? 

A. There isn't very much there. 

Gee! Well; #1 Sdon'* te knows "1 *do*neeewant 
get into talking about what "very much" is, but I 
understand Hydro started to construct a unit there in 
the '70s or earlier? 

A. There was a unit under construction. 
In fact, there were four units under construction and 
they were cancelled in stages in the late 1970s. 

Q. Do you know the reason why they were 
cancelled? 

A. Y@S. 

© .ti Could? yous tel us? 

A. They were cancelled for two reasons. 


One was that the technology they were using, due to 
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changes in fuel prices, had become substantially 
uneconomical and so, in a completely free choice as to 
future generating options, a plant like we were 
building at Wesleyville would not have been an 
economical choice. 

Q. Because it was oil-fired; is that 
right? 

A. It was oil-fired. The second reason 
was that at that time, the forecast of ETeCer foley 
demand was being lowered from a relativelyi hightrateso£ 
growth to a somewhat lower rate of growth, and that 
meant that there was going to be Surplus "Capacity. And 
one of the responses to that surplus Capacity situation 
was to cancel Wesleyville. 

Q. Have you looked at the possibidiiyaot 
completing the Wesleyville station and using gas to 
fire it, rather than oil? 

A. I believe that what is still at 
Wesleyville is a building and an chimney, and there is 
very little else that is there. There is no equipment 
there of any significance, so, I would expect (titat if 
we went to the Wesleyville site, that it is 
Substantially the same as building a new generating 
plant from scratch. You may be able to make some small 


use of facilities that are already there, but not to 
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any great degree. 

Q. I wanted to also ask briefly about 
whether or not there were hydroelectric generating 
sites that were within the control of Ontario Hydro 
that do not seem to be mentioned in the plan. 

I am not talking here about the sites 
that are mentioned and that form part of the plan; I am 
talking go about other sites. Retired sites, for 
example; are there retired hydroelectric sites? 

A. There have been a number of very 
small hydroelectric sites that have been retired over 
the years. 

Q. Do you know how many there might be? 

A. They have been given in answers to 
interrogatories. I can give you the numbers. 

Oy eee. 

A. I believe it is Interrogatory 
2 a0 shale ue el 

O..)-Now sel: domnot ,yhave -thatiionews/ be? is 
my information that there are -- when you say 
"handfuls", what are we talking about? Are we talking 
about two or three or more than 10 or more than 20? 

A. It would be of the order of about 20, 
just scanning the list. 


THE CHAIRMAN: Twenty? That is 20 sites; 
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is that right? 

MR. SNELSON: Yes. The sizes range from 
150 kilowatts. That is kilowatts; not megawatts. The 
largest one appears to be 11 megawatts which was taken 
out of service in 1949. The reason given is for mining 
operations and I don't know the specifics of that. But 
most of them are less than a megawatt. 

MR. STARKMAN: Q. Thank YOup "Mins 
Snelson. 

Mr. Taborek, I just wanted to go back now 
and ask you about the retirement dates for the thermal 
units and the DRC recommendations. This is in 
Interrogatory 2.7.50, which is im Exhibit 166. 

MR. TABOREK: A. Yes. 

Q. Maybe you could follow these through 
with me because I would just like to know how Hydro 
goes about determining these dates. You are pretty 
firm on the 40. Just dealing with thermal units first. 

Now, I am reading on page 104. 

THE CHAIRMAN: 104? 

MR. STARKMAN: 104. 

MR. TABOREK: Yes? 

MR. STARKMAN: Q. The committee 
recommended there that the average service life 


expectancy of 30 years be maintained; is that correct? 
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Looking here under the title "Thermal Generating 
Facilities," page 104 in the 1981 DRC. 

MR. TABOREK: A. Yes. "Thermal" here 
means fossil. 

Onoetes? 

Aw- That was sthe ryear infwhich > theqlife 
expectancy for the nuclear stations was extended from 
30 to 40 years. 

O. Yes. I will come back tomenesnucliear 
stations. Just dealing with the fossil now. 

A. Okay. 

Q. It was 30 years for the reasons, if 
you like, that are outlined in the paragraph below? 

Aaeewes. 

Q. All right. That seems to have stayed 
pretty much the same, but I notice in 1985, which is at 
page -- 

A ¢Wellga forsa 98ivito “87 A Lanbtorm “and 
Nanticoke were a 35-year life. Yes. That is on the 
next page, 105. So,yat wsavehevother units that’ are 
being referred to in this instance. 

O. Aljderight<toCan we®go to page 88 of 
this same exhibit? 

THE CHAIRMAN: 88? 


MR. STARKMAN: Q. 88, which is the 1985 
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extract from the DRC report. And here, the committee 
is recommending, or indicating, that the estimated 
average service life for fossil generating stations be 
extended to 40 years from a range of 30 to 35? 

MReeTABOREKS CAsvdoCorrect+ 

Q. Were you on the committee at that 
time, 1985? 

A. I think I may have joined the year 
later. 

Q. All right. Now, I am just reading, 
with interest, the paragraphs underneath. They seem to 
indicate that the stations were designed to operate 
over a 30-year period? 

AecCormect: 

OsyeaButisthat edu mangsthe: late (70s Yard 
early '80s, the operating experience and the condition 
of the fossil generating stations indicated that a 
service life beyond 30 years could be expected? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And then the last paragraph, or last 
sentence: 

"Subsequent operating experience and 
more recent develops in emission control 
technology now indicate that a 40-year 


service life is appropriate for all 
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fossil generating units as discussed 

below." 

AvocCorrect. 1CYouswillerecarlethac’ s, puc 
into evidence charts of the historic performance of 
these units, the forced and the total incapability, and 
you will recall that in the period of the '70s, that 
the incapability was rather high. And that in this 
period, a number of what I have called teething 
problems were resolved - actually, these comments are 
true for both fossil and nuclear - and in this time 
period, as these people are saying, there was a 
substantial improvement in their performance and they 
felt that the stations were operating satisfactorily. 

This was also the period, the decade of 
the '80s was a decade in which, as I have indicated, 
acid gas controls were put on the stations as early as 
1981, over and above the existing regulations, and 
tightened at roughly two-year intervals. In this 
period, we were able to work out technology and 
economics to ensure that these units would reasonably 
operate for the remainder of their 40-year life. 

O.i 5 Thetiovher ‘part that I found of 
interest on page 88 was the comments about the 
operating experience in the United States, which was, 


if you like, I guess part of the reason indicated for 
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the extension to 40 years. They seem to say that: 

"This life expectation is supported 
by experience of fossil plant operation 
in the United States." 

Then they go on down through the 
paragraph - which I do not propose to read - talking 
about start/stop as opposed to continuous running and 
how they used to think that would make a difference, 
but they found out it maybe isn't all that Significant. 
And the last sentence is: 

"The fact that a significant number 
of U.S. fossil generating facilities have 
been operating for more than 35 yeéars@and 
are expected to continue to operate 
beyond 40 years supports the service life 
extension for Ontario Hydro's fossil 
generatingistatronsre 
Aw) 1Yes’. 

O.,cCAL® pighti@ Nowyethe following year, 
I really wanted to ask you about this comment. Were 
you on the committee in this year, 1986, which-- 

A. I believe so. 

QO.) =~basically starts: at the bottom of 
page 85 in this, in Exhibittl66o And there, *the 


committee says that: 
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"It is recommended that: The 
extension of the estimated average 
service life expectancy for fossil 
generating stations to 40 from a range 
from 30-35 be deferred pending the 
results of the Demand/Supply Options 
Study." 

And then goes on to say that: 

"Implementation of the service life 
extension was deferred for the purposes 
of rate setting and accounting in 
consideration of a recommendation made by 
the OEB." 


I guess what I wanted to ask you about 


was, am I correct that the choice of a service life, 
whether it be 30, 35 or 40 years has significance for 


rate-setting purposes? 


Parr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


Taborek,Barrie, 4390 
Snelson,Ryan 
cr ex (Starkman) 


[10:50 a.m.] A. That is what I testified to in my 
direct evidence. 

Q. What is the significance of it? 

A. Life affects depreciation, which 
affects rates. 

Q. What was the concern then of the OEB 
about extending the life from 30 to 40 years that you 
deferred making that -- 

Aapetwoetactor sikcomett oominds | One is: the 
concern that the DSP, the initial stages of the 
demand/supply planning activity were going on, and they 
felt that a decision about the life of the future 
plants would be influenced by whether or not they had a 
role in the Demand/Supply Plan as it ultimately 
evolved. 

Similarly, it was a period of rapid 
development in environmental regulations and 
environmental consciousness, and they were concerned 
that the plants would be able to meet environmental 
standards for the remainder of their lives. And we 
satisfied the OEB on those accounts, a year or two 
later, and they agreed that the life should be 40 
years. 

QO. I see that when you go to the 1988 


extract, which is on page 80, it recommends that the 
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average life expectancy for fossil generating stations 
be extended to 40 years, from the current range of 30 
t09357 

As 7oLes:. 

O. Am I right 1n capruseng tats; chat 
when you move from, say, the 30 years to the 40 years 
over the course of these extracts, you do that based on 
looking at in part what the American experience is 
doing, in part of what the performance has been on the 
existing fossil plants, and then making some judgments 
about it, what is a reasonable number? 

A. In my direct evidence I looked at 
four factors that are important and various ways in 
which those judgments are verified or checked, and 
those that you have described are among them, I 
believe. 

Q. Let me move on to talk about 
transmission. What is the life expectancy of 
transmission? 

A. oil? ame not"in=a? position to testify on 
transmission life. 

Ovo [Mra Barrie, cany you nelp us* out? 

MR. BARRIE: A. To the best of my 
knowledge, transmission is 50 years plus. 


MR. SNELSON: A. I believe that it is of 
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the order of 50 years for some of the major facilities, 
but that there are facilities such as wood pole 
transmission lines that have shorter lives. 

BuEpe. done tthink@any "of stare 
particularly expert on transmission life, but we will 
answer any questions you have to the degree of our 
Capability. Beyond that, specific transmission 
questions will be dealt with in Panel 7, but I am not 
Sure that there is a depreciation transmission expert 
on Panel 7. 

Oor Tewill takesiemupaviten’Panel "724 I 
guess the real question is, what assumptions are made, 
Can you just help us out with the assumptions in the 
Demand/Supply Plan about the life of transmission, life 
expectancy of transmission? 

A. The assumption of the Demand/Supply 
Plan is that an adequate transmission system will be 
maintained or built to incorporate additional 
generation as and when required. 

Q. I appreciate that. I was asking 
about the life expectancy of transmission. 

A. Well, implicit in that assumption is 
that if transmission life is short, then transmission 
life be replaced or refurbished or rebuilt. 


You don't need a specific assumption 
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about the life of transmission for the statement that I 
made. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me. Did you say 
that there would or would not be a depreciation person 
on Panel 7 about transmission? 

MR. SNELSON: There will be planning 
people on Panel 7 to deal with transmission, and I am 
not sure that any one of them is specifically expert in 
depreciation of transmission. 

THE CHAIRMAN: But is this a depreciable 
item for setting rates? 

MR. SNELSON: Yes. 

THE CHAIRMAN: So, it's significant to 
that extent at least. 

MR. SNELSON: It's certainly significant 
in the rate setting process. 

THE CHAIRMAN: And also in the operation 
process, too, I would think. There would have to be 
some planning of that nature. 

MR. SNELSON: It's certainly an issue in 
the planning of the transmission system and the 
refurbishment and replacement of old transmission lines 
is a factor in the planning of the transmission system, 
and it's a significant: factor. 


THE CHAIRMAN: And did you say that 
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whoever comes on Panel 7 would be able to deal with 
those questions? 

MR. SNELSON: Whoever comes on Panel 7 
Will be able to deal with the questions from a planning 
perspective. So, from a physical aspect of what, 
physically, do we have to do because transmission lines 
are getting old and wearing out, then they will be able 
to handle that sort of question. I am not sure whether 
they will be fully cognizant of all of the issues 
Surrounding the depreciation treatment of transmission. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Starkman? 

MR. STARKMAN: Q. Mr. Snelson, on that 
point, the transmission costs are part and parcel of 
avoided cost calculations and will they be dealt with 
in Panel 3 to any extent? 

MR. SNELSON: A. They will be dealt with 
at one level in Panel 3, as a general level in Panel 37 
and if more detail is required it will have to be dealt 
with by Panel 7. 

Q. Mr. Taborek, the last area I really 
wanted to deal was the life expectancy of the nuclear 
plants, and I think we are going to deal with most of 
these questions in Panel 9, but just on the issues that 
you have testified to up to now, I take it the initial 


assumption on the nuclear units was 30-year life 
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expectancy. 

MR. TABOREK: A. The "A" stations were 
designed to 30 years and the "B" stations to 40 years. 

Q. Just on the depreciation, without 
getting too far into it, when you do that, you have a 
30-year life expectancy, from a rate setting point of 
view does that mean that the cost is amortized over the 
30-year period, or its 30-year life expectancy? 

A. Yes. The purpose of depreciation is 
to ensure that the people who get the benefit of the 
facility *paystor thesfacimrey oe soy-it's vitally 
important from a point of view of the equitable 
treatment of our customers to ensure that the lives are 
neither too short nor too long. 

O. So that tobviously 1 frarlire 
expectancy was 40 years then would be amortized over a 
10-year longer period? 

Baw SYves. 

Q. And that it would be somewhat of a 
lesser impact upon the rates-- 

A. Yes. 

Q. --because you have a longer 
amortization? Is that fair, without get into what the 
impact would be, it would be lesser? 


A. Yes. 
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MR. SNELSON: A. To be more precise, Mr. 


Starkman, the life of the generating station is the 
maximum life for any part of the generating station. 


So, parts of the generating station that 


are expected to wear out or need to be replaced in less 


than the life of the generating station, will be 
depreciated over shorter periods of time. Each major 
type of asset will be depreciated over life that is a 
function of that asset's life, up to a maximum of the 
station life. 

Q. So, you are saying that the station 
life, if you go with 30 years, it's an average of the 
sum of its parts? 

Pes ucNo: 

MR. TABOREK: A. No, it's the maximum. 

It's as if the proverbial axe, the head 
and the handle, each have different lives, but in no 
case to exceed 30 years, 40 years, et cetera. 

Q. When Hydro sets the life expectancy 
of a nuclear station, does the depreciation question 
have some significance? 

As | oo NO® 

Q.o It's not significant? 

A. Well, be more precise. Do you mean 


does the rate impact? 
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Q. Yes. Isn't Hydro concerned about the 
rate impact, so there is some desire to -- 

A. No. For depreciation purposes we are 
specifically directed and we ensure that rate impact is 
not factor in our decisions. The equity to the 
customer, the equitable treatment of the customer is 
thexfactoretnat jcounte: 

Designing the life of the plant is a 
factor in its economics, but I believe that the DSP 
notes that it is not a powerful factor. 

QO. Canowe’ look.at Interrogatory’ 2.7.85, 
which was given out separately at the beginning under 
the one that follows this May 31, 1991 memorandum. 

Mr. Taborek, did you find that 
interrogatory? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And I just wanted to ask you to 
comment on some of the things that, I guess, are in the 
answer. I am reading here about four lines from the 
bottom, five lines from the bottom. 

"The values and specifications are 
meant to be challenging targets. 

Variations about these targets are 

considered in evaluating projects. 


Please note that gross generation figures 
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are not available," and so on. 

Then it provides some specifications in 
the charts at the bottom and on the next page. 

I just didn't understand what was meant 
by "the values and specifications are meant to be 
challenging targets." I don't know understand what was 
being conveyed there. 

A. You would not ask a designer to 
underachieve; you would ask a designer to aim high. 

Q. So, a designer aimed high to set a 
challenging target; is that correct? 

A. Well, the specification is aimed in 
that direction. 

MR. SNELSON: A. The specification we 
are talking about is a general specification for the 
generating station as to how it is to work on the 
system that is prepared by the planning division and 
given to the design and construction branch to guide 
their design of the facility. 

Q. All right. What are challenging 
targets? 

A. Some of the availabilty factors that 
are given in the tables below are challenging targets 
that were given. The system planning evaluations that 


are referred to in the next sentence, variations about 
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these are targets are considered in evaluating 
projects. Those evaluations referred to are system 
planning evaluations, and system planning evaluations 
of nuclear generating plants have considered quite wide 
variations in capacity factors in making decisions as 
to whether to go ahead with the plants. 

Q. Mr. Taborek, can we look at the 
second page of the answer here. Now, a couple of 
things I wanted to ask you about. One is, in the line, 
assume nuclear unit economic life at the time of 
planning specification, wititssaysobid 302 

MR. TABOREK: A. Yes. 

Q. And that includes, it looks to me, 
like the "B" units, at Bruce and at Darlington. 

A. «Well, syou; will, notiee tthat tthere is a 
data associated with them in the early 70s, 1974 in the 
case of both of the "B" units. I was referring to the 
later dates that were established. 

QO. Well,» 2) guess; my? confusion isp fust 
try and help just me out. There were some dates 
established for the economic life of the "A" and "B" 
units of 30 years. 

Ase Yes. 

Q. Maybe in the mid-70s there. 


A‘ Yes. 
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Q. And then you say the "B" units were 
changed to 40 years. Do you know when that happened? 

A. YI Nos Drdon tte 

Q. And do you know who made the change? 

A.WeNo}? Sil edense: 

Q. And do you know why the change was 
made? 

A. Well, I think, maybe, now that we are 
getting into the details of the design and the Output 
of that, I would perhaps refer to you the nuclear 
panel. 

THE CHAIRMAN: But they are all at 40 
now; is that right? 

MR. TABOREK: Yes. 

THE CHAIRMAN: "A"s and "B"s and 
Darlington? 

MR. TABOREK: Yes. 

MR. STARKMAN: Q. These numbers of 30 
that I am looking at here, were these challenging 
targets? 

MR. TABOREK: A. At the time, yes. 
Sometimes we meet our targets and more. 

Q. Now, I know you talked briefly to 
others on the performance, and I just don't want to get 


too far into it until Panel 9, but I am interested to 
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know why you have confidence that these units will run 
for 40 years. You haven't had one run for 40 years? 

A. That’? Socorrece. 

Oe wNoionevhas , “Istake at? 

Aer As fareasi 1% kriows 

Q. Am I right that the oldest one is 21 
years old? 

Ava Yee 

Q. The older units, just generally 
speaking, the older units, meaning the units, between 
10 and 20 years old, have a lower performance or a 
worse performance than the ones between one and ten? 

A. ‘No, that’s notccorrect! 

Could you state your question again and 
make sure I understand it? 

Q. I was suggesting to you that the 
Older of Hydro's existing units have worse performance 
than the newer ones? 

A.» I <thank, ‘that's? too general ‘a 
Statement. There are some elements of that, but that's 
too general to agree with totally. 

Q. Let me go back to the original 
question then. What is it that gives you confidence 


these units will run for 40 years? 
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Ladei2aatme:) A. ewer gorback’ tS the®fotirteriteria that 
I mentioned. One is - take them in order - the ability 
to maintain the units over their lives. We have 
experience, we now have 20 years of experience with 
operating units and we now have close to 20 units 
in-service, we will soon have 20 in-service, so we have 
a lot more experience. 

In addition, we have looked at the units 
and we have mentioned the fact that it is not just the 
station as whole but the components. We have looked at 
the various components. We have determined through 
various programs what components could be life limiting 
for the station as a whole and what could be routinely 
replaced. 

The economics of the operation of a base 
load station is such that it is clearly economic to 
replace those components that can be replaced. Those 
components that could be life limiting we have special 
programs in place to monitor the performance of those 
particular components and to ensure that they receive 
the requisite care that will enable them to reach 40 
years. 

The second factor is economics and is 
there an alternative technology which will perform 


their function better. I think the fact of the DSP and 
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that they are in the DSP gives an indication that that 
would not cause a replacement of them, early 
retirement. 

Environmental and regulatory factors, we 
Similarly judged that while regulations will change and 
they have in the past, that the units will be able to 
incorporate those and continue to operate for 40-year 
lives. 

And then ,the fifth» ithemavaitabrlity of 
approvals for new generation, I think is not a factor 
in 40 years because we wouldn't attempt to take them 
out before 40 as we now see it. 

Q. So, those are the factors which give 
you confidence that these facilities will run for 40 
years? 

A. ' Yes. 

QO. And that they will run at their 
projected 80 per cent capacity? 

A. They will run at the forecast 
Capacity factors with the forecast maintenance and the 
future actions we will take in future circumstances. 

Q. Mr. Taborek, you told us, I believe, 
the other day that they were hiring about one thousand 
people to increase staff levels in the nuclear program? 


A. Yes. 
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Q. Why is there a need to do that? 

A. Because we basically indicated the 
need for more maintenance and rehabilitation and we 
have indicated capital funds, OM&A funds and staff 
being made available to do that. 

Q. What are they going to do that hasn't 
been done, heretofore? 

A. I would like to refer you to the 
nuclear panel for the deployment of those people. 

0. ,,labelieve you, saidvthat 4 tiwasia 
matter of logic that hiring these additional people 
would improve the performance of the nuclear plants? 

A. Putting people to work on maintenance 
will improve the performance. 

Oe YOugigottthatyanformation, retake it, 
from the nuclear people? 

Aven The, logic? 

© ogsustha .matvermors logic? 

Acvogitheyiegiveli shlogqicy, buch thernuciear 
people, I'm sure, would support that. 

MR. SNELSON: A. A very simple example, 
Mr. Starkman, is that we have had a number of cases of 
units which have failed for some equipment failure, 
which have sat idle for a while for shortage of people 


to work on them. So, that is clearly identifiable as 
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additional outage time that is due to a shortage of 
trained and qualified operating staff and maintenance 
etait. 

0. eMr. “Snelson; '1lutook=recthat- tHe 
matter of logic is that if you throw more bodies at it 
the problem will somehow improve? 

MR. ‘TABORER: “Au ol cdonrst hfnk thaeeis 
the logical statement I proposed to you. 

Q. I don't understand. What was the 
logical statement? 

MR. SNELSON: A. I have given you a 
relatively simple example, and I am sure that the 
people on Panel 9 would be able to give you a lot more 
examples of how this would help. 

On Mr 5nelson eibut ken’ t ii truey that 
these failures were not planned? 

A. That's one of the reasons that we 
need to have more people. If there are failures that 


are occurring then if they were occurring on a planned 


4405 


basis you would plan them to only do them at times when 


you had staff available to do them, you would not take 


a planned outage at the time when you didn't have staff 


to work on the units. But there have been cases of 
forced outages that have taken longer to repair than 


they should have done because of a shortage of trained 
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Operating and maintenance staff. 

| Q. What I'm unclear on, are the thousand 
people to help clean up or fix up problems that 
occurred, or do you think these thousand people will 
help prevent problems that might occur? 

A. I think they're going to do both. 

Q. How are they going to help prevent 
problems that might occur? 

A. In the way I have just described is 
one way, but Panel 9 will give you more detail. 

MR. STARKMAN: Those are my questions, 
Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much. 

THE*CHAPRMAN? “"Trank*you, Mr. Starkman. 
Just a moment, Mr. Starkman. 

DR. CONNELL: I had a question to the 
panel. I can't give you the transcript reference 
because I just found this in my own notes. 

I would just like a little further 
elaboration“ot va point.’ 1 "“Navewa note that at +one 
point Mr. Snelson observed that it was possible to 
optimize the generations system without any particular 
consideration of the transmission system shortly after 
Mr. Barrie observed that it is important that the 
development of the plans for transmission and 


generation go hand in hand. I wonder if you could 
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resolve that for me? 

MR. SNELSON: Maybe I can help you there. 
I did not intend to say that the generation could be 
done totally in isolation from the transmission. I 
think I've also said elsewhere that the consideration 
of transmission that is relevant to this hearing is 
those aspects of transmission that affect the choices 
that you'll make in generation. 

So, clearly there is an interaction, but 
the economics of power systems are such that the costs 
of generation, in both capitol and fuel and operation 
are considerably higher, several times higher than cost 
of transmission. Usually the solution to a problem, 
when there is a combined generation and transmission 
problem, usually the solution is to make the changes to 
the transmission system to adequately use the 
generation system. It's quite unusual to be ina 
Situation where in the event of a combined generation 
and transmission problem the right solutions tor 
instance, is to close a generating plant down in a 
place where there isn't adequate transmission and to 
build a new generating plant in some other place. 

There are points through these considerations where 
transmission and generation together become quite 


Significant, but generally speaking, because so much of 
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the expense is associated with generation it is 
economical to build the transmission system to suit. 

DR. CONNELL: Any further further comment 
from Mr. Barrie? 

MR. BARRIE: No. I think the particular 
quote you have drawn from me, I was relating to the 
Situation at Bruce where the two, generation expansion 
and transmission expansion were so clearly out of 
Syncronism, I think was the word you used, that it did 
cause us severe problems from '87 through 1990. It was 
in that context that I said that both transmission and 
generation have to be planned together. I don't think 
that detracts from anything Mr. Snelson was saying, 
though. 

DR. CONNELL: Yes. Thank you. My other 
question concerns the cost to the customer of forced 
outages and, of course, the reserve margin. 

Mr. Starkman raised the concept of cross subsidization 
which, I think, the panel resisted. I wonder if you 
think that the concept of an insurance policy is one 
that sits better with you, presumably the cost of the 
reserve margin is added to rates across the system and 
the increment in the rate then might be regarded as the 
insurance premium, is that a possible way of thinking? 


MR. TABOREK: I think you can approach 
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and put different models on the phenomena, and I can 
see how you would go to an insurance. It is a strange 
policy, though, sir, that I think you would be selling. 
You are selling the same protection to all people for 
the same price and the significant changes in the 
degree of coverage do not result in significant changes 
in your premium, period. 

DR. CONNELL: And it would not cover you 
against transmission faults? 

MR. TABOREK: Yes. 

THE CHAIRMAN: But it does have the low 
probability, high damage aspect of insurance to it? 

MR. TABOREK: Yes 4 

DR. CONNELL: .. Thank. you,, that: swalan 

THE CHAIRMAN: Any further questions 
arising out of that? 

MR. STARKMAN: Q. Just one question to 
Mr. Barrie. Following Mr. Snelson's comments that in 
this interplay between generation and transmission it 
is, if you like, cheaper to fix the transmission. I 
just want to ask you whether it's your belief that the 
transmission system at Hydro is good as it can be, I 
mean, have they done what Mr. Snelson implied would 


naturally flow? I'll just leave the question at that. 
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[11:20 a.m.] MR. BARRIE: A. Is your question, do I 
believe the transmission system is as good as it can 


be? 


A. No. The transmission system could be 
a lot better. I think for all intents and purposes, 
though, the transmission system as it exists today does 
allow us to use any generation anywhere to satisfy any 
load, except for those specific examples I quoted in my 
evidence. 

So, we do regard the transmission system 
as one big whole, so that we can use generation 
anywhere. Is that what you are driving at? 

Q. Well, in a sense. I mean, you have 
introduced a whole lot of other concepts. But I mean, 
what I am really getting at is that Mr. Snelson 
suggests that it is cheaper to fix transmission, and I 
take "fix" to be in its broadest sense, improve 
transmission. You would do that before you would build 
a new generation. 

What I am really asking is, is there room 
to fix or improve or optimize, rationalize the 
transmission system in a way that will improve the 
availability and delivery of electricity? 


A. I think I did in previous testimony 
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outline the major programs underway over the next 10 
years for both transmission line refurbishment and 
transmission station rehabilitation. There are major 
expenditures involved, over $100-million a year from 
1993 onwards for those two programs. That will be not 
to not to provide new transmission facilities, but just 
to bring the existing up to the standard of performance 
we need. I don't think I have any more to add. 

MR. STARKMAN: Thank you very much, Mr. 
Barrie. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Starkman. 

Is there anyone here this morning from 
Northwatcnh. 

MR. STARKMAN: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Kelsey 
spoke to our office early this morning. He said he was 
tied up in Windsor and he would be ready to go at the 
end, provided the hearing was still continuing on this 
panel on Monday. 

THE CHAIRMAN: All right. Well, if we 
Finish today - I don't know if we will’ or not -— that 
will be another matter. But City of Toronto will be 
next, followed by the Consumers' Association. 

I think rather than fragment your 
cross-examination, Mr. Poch, we will take the morning 


break. 
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THE REGISTRAR: The hearing will recess 
for 15 minutes. 
aoe Recess) ated 25, arms 
sas Onaetesumings#atsiles*46yvaam- 

THE REGISTRAR: Please come to order. 
The hearing is again in session. Please be seated. 

THE CHAIRMAN: The trip to Darlington, 
those going on that trip will assemble at 8:45 tomorrow 
morning at the entrance to Building 2200, which is this 
building, I believe. It is just next to the Mandarin 
Restaurant, 8:45. The bus will be leaving at nine 
o'clock, but the bus will not be parked on Yonge 
Street. It will be parked somewhere else, so you will 
be paraded by someone from Hydro to wherever the bus 
oe 

Number two, on Monday morning, June the 
i? tha 

MRS. FORMUSA: Tenth. 

THE, CHAPRMAN: Be pnatnl 0-0 0st Muliertheve 
will begin the scoping session for Panel No. 3. 


MS. MORRISON: Monday, June 10th at 9:00 


THE CHAIRMAN:) June the. 10th, I am sorry. 
June 10th. I should remember. That is my wife's 


birthday. June the 10th, Monday, June the 10th at ten 
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MS. PATTERSON: Nine. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Nine? Well, all right. 
Let me start again. Monday, June the 10th at nine 
o'clock, the scoping session on Panel 3 will commence. 

On Wednesday, June the 12th, it is 
anticipated that Panel 3's evidence will commence, 
subject to, of course, Panel 2 having been completed by 
that time. 

If Panel 2 is not completed today, which 
seems a possibility, it will commence again following 
the completion of the scoping session on Panel 3. 

Any questions about that or any other 
matters? (No response) All right. Mr. Poch. 

MR. H. POCH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have provided counsel for Hydro and the clerk with 
materials that I may be referring to during 
cross-examination. There are bundles of these 
materials here, located on the front desk, to my left, 
for anybody that wishes to pick them up at this time. 
CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. H. POCH: 

Q. Mr. Taborek, on the overhead machine, 
there is a piece of paper. If you would be kind enough 
toe turnyw itv oni and® places rt) on correctly. 


MR. BYSPOCH:: Mr’ Chairman, tATe’ 1s an 
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extract from Exhibit 79 with a heading placed on the 
top, "City of Toronto and Environs - Major Ontario 
Hydro Facilities." That was placed on by our 
consultants and the grey area outlining the Corporation 
ofthe City of Toronto's boundaries and area have also 
been placed on by our consultants. “Other than that, 
that is an extract that has been enlarged from from 
Exhibrwn79 : 

I have provided you with a coloured copy 
separate from the other materials and I have also 
provided you with a blowup of the key, the legend from 
that document. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Perhaps this document 
should be made an exhibit. Number...? 

THESREGISTRAR 8767, Mr. Chatcman: 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. 

— EXHIB UR NO. Gis vEnxbract irom Exhbibity79, tentitled 

"City Of Toronto and Environs —-— Major 

Ontario Hydro Facilities." 

MEINeHLOPOGH 290’ MINOW; Mrarclabor eky “you 
are closest to this blowup and perhaps you can help us 
through the major points that I would like to draw to 
the Board's attention. 

MR. TABOREK: A. Certainly. 

Ose ThesCityeofl Toronte,; would you ‘agree 


it is approximately shown in the grey outlined area? 
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A. (Circling area with a pen) 

Q. That appears to be the correct area, 
does it? Does anyone have any dispute with that? 

MR. BARRIE: A. No. That seems fine. 

Q. Okay. And the R.L. Hearn Generating 
Station, the mothballed station, if you could point 
that out, also, please. 

MR. TABOREK: A. (Indicating) 

Q. And that is located near the foot of 
the Leslie Street Spit; is that correct? 

MR. “BARRE 3) fot! That) tysu.cor rao 

Q. On Unwin Avenue? 

Pissg XOSL 

Q. And that is south of the Gardiner 
Expressway? 

AS «Mes. 

Q. And the Lakeview Generating Station, 
that, is; Located). asi Mm, Taborek ashpointing,it out, in 
what is Mississauga, if I am not mistaken; is that 
correct? 

A. It is in Mississauga, yes. 

Q. And that is not right on the 
lakeshor @yyisiit 2oP Ity es: Aas bag, dn band? 

Avago. 2 diy isponwithe, dake. 


QO. clttiswrightiomtheslake tag Oka. ? band 
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the main 500 kV transmission corridor is shown in red; 
is that correct, running approximately -- 

A. Oh, yes, yes. 

Q.. And that is north of Highway 401 in 
the, Finch-Steeles, corridor) approximately? 

At othatetsez igher 

Q. And then there are a number of 
smaller transmission corridors, including the major 
corridor coming in parallel to what is Kingston Road, 
just to the north of Kingston Road; is that correct? 

A. Yes. That is the Cherrywood-Leaside 
230RkVe 

Q. Yes. Then the blue squares within 
the Cityrof «Toronto, boundariespethosesare: bulk 
transformer stations, are they? 

Acer Yes. 

Q. This accurately represents the 
general area around the City of Toronto, the major 
distribution system, the transformer stations and the 
generating stakwons;)%srethatocorrect? 

A. One has to be careful using the word 
ldastributton! ser ltris, the, majonsransmitesi onvand 
generation. We define "distribution" as less than 50 
kV. I don't think you show anything less than 50 kV 


here. 
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Q. Fair enough. And the Pickering 
Nuclear Generating Station, Mr. Taborek, where is that? 

MR. TABOREK: A. (Indicating) 

Q. Okay. And the proposed Darlington 
plant and the existing facilities; approximately where 
would they be to the right? 

A. To the east here. 

Q. Right next to Lake Ontario Steel? 

A. Just beyond the edge of the map. 

Q. Just beyond Lake Ontario Steel, I 
take it, not very far away? 

A. Pam’ not ‘familaar with the’ location 
of Lake Ontario Steel. 

MR ISNEVSON? YAS PLE vis“the’ other=side of 
Oshawa and I don't believe you have Oshawa on this map. 

Q. Now, panel, if we could turn to the 
Lakeview Generating Station in Mississauga, and I take 
it that that is the third largest coal-fired generating 
Station that is operative in the province; is that 
COrrTecc? 

MR. BARRIE: A. I think it is actually 
second largest when everything is OperataTig. Tit “1s 
slightly larger than Lambton. 

Oat cOkays 


A. But it’ is very close’ to the’ Size of 
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Lambton. 

Q. And that has eight units within the 
site? 

A. @eltedoes; yes. 

Q. And the fuel that is currently used 
isecoalgcas.thatacorréct2 

A. Be iss 

O; tsebhatea hiigh-xop avlow=sulphur 
content fuel? 

AgouThere ave@actuallvatworeoda lapilescat 
Lakeview at the moment; one medium sulphur, 1.4 per 
cent, and one low sulphur 0.9 per cent sulphur coal. 

THEeCHAIRMAN: Gabramtsonuryae (didn’t tget 
the figure. The low sulphur is what percent? 

MR BARR TEs: (iasand0i9). \eMaybemit’s 0.8. 
It's of that order. It's just below 1 per cent sulphur 
coal, anyway. 

THE CHAIRMAN: And the medium is 1.4? 

MR. BARRIE: Yes. 

MRee HepePOCHsan 0 .amiNowsrthere is 
refurbishment of the Lakeview Station on-going at this 
time; is that correct? 

MRae BARRE :s WAQOR There’ is. 

Q. And when that refurbishment is 


complete, will that facility be using a low or medium 
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sulphur content fuel? 

A. Low sulphur. 

Q. And will it be using a natural gas 
fuel, also? 

A. No. 

Q. Will the plant have capability of 
transferring to natural gas? 

A. I am not sure. I would have to hand 
off to one of my planning colleagues. 

MR. SNELSON: A. Not without changes to 
the facilities. 

Q. And what extent of changes would be 
necessary, Mr. Snelson? 

A. You would have to have a gas pipeline 
to the site, there would be requirements for changes to 
the burners in the boilers to burn natural gas, and the 
there may be other consequential changes throughout the 
plant. But that would be the minimum change to allow 
you to burn natural gas. 

Q. Has there been any costing of the 
conversion to natural gas undertaken by Hydro in coming 
to-ttte -DSB? 

MR. TABOREK: A. Yes. We routinely look 
at the conversion of all our coal stations to gas and 


we also mentioned again recently that repowering 
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options, including gas, are part of what are being 
looked at as further options for Lakeview. 

Q. And, Mr. Taborek, do you have a 
ballpark figure as to what it would cost to change over 
to natural gas within the next two or three years to 
meet all of the current environmental standards? 

A. UnNoOS 

Q. Has there been any costing undertaken 
for any other time period? 

A. Well, we do have cost estimates for 
gas conversions. I do not have them with me. Those 
numbers, however, may become dated quickly with the 
repowering options we are looking at, the work that is 
going on about Lakeview's future. But again, I think 
here, what you may be getting into is the kind of 
technical detail that the fossil panel would perhaps be 
most appropriate to address. 

MR. ROCHAGMr .tChamrman, i will defer 
that line until the fossil panel. 


THE CHAIRMAN: Aieraghae 
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[12:00 p.m ] MR. H. POCH: Q. When was the Lakeview 


plant commissioned? 


MR. TABOREK: A. It would have been 


commissioned over a period of time. I believe the 


Figst unztewass:< 


MR. SNELSON: A. It's given in Chapter 


Q. Would 1966 be an appropriate date? 


A. It was over a period of time and we 


actually have the dates in the Demand/Supply Plan 


4421 


document. Lakeview was commissioned, the first unit in 


1962 and the last unit in 1969. 


Q. Thank you. 


THE CHAIRMAN: You are reading from? 


MR. SNELSON: I am reading from figure 


4-20, on page 4-20 of Exhibit 3. 
THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. 
MRS a SPOCH AG. = “And’you 
that we are looking at a 40-year period 
commissioning from the start-up date of 
taking us to approximately 2002 through 


that correct, for decommissioning? 


MR. SNELSON: A. The 40-year life would 


take you to those dates. 


Q. Now, what date are we talking about, 


Farr & Associates Reporting, 


would agree 


of 


that plan and 


2009 then; 


ne. 


is 
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2002, 2009? 

A. The lives that have been identified 
in the Demand/Supply Plan are the 40th anniversary of 
the in-service date of each unit, which would be 2002 
for the unit that was in-service in 1962, 2009 for the 
unit in service in 1969, and dates in between those for 
the intervening units. 

Q. And has there been any planning for 
the site after 2009? 

A. It's identified as a potential site 
for -- as an illustrative site for future generation. 

Q. Has there been any active planning 
aside from an initial identification? 

A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. Now, we referred originally to the 
rehabilitation of the plant that's ongoing. Could you 
provide me with some detail of what that rehabilitation 
constitutes? 

MR. TABOREK: A. There is an 
interrogatory in which the various areas in which work 
is being done are identified. 

MR. SNELSON: A. The numbers I have are 
2.9.11, 2.9.27 and 2.24.15 as having discussion of 
Lakeview and Lambton rehabilitation. 


oe I will have reference to those 
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outside of the room. 

I am wondering if you know what the exact 
cost of the proposed rehabilitation for the Lakeview 
plant is? I have seen it brought together with another 
plant. 

MR. TABOREK: A. Yes. $986-million. 

THE CHAIRMAN: $986-million? 

MR. TABOREK ?*) Yes. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Could you just briefly 
describe the nature of the rehabilitation. Is that 
possible to do ina brief form? 

MR. TABOREK: Basically, engineering 
inspections were done of the entire station. The units 
were actually stripped down and examined. Work that 
immediately comes to mind involves boiler tubes, it 
involves new control systems. There are perhaps 20 
areasigin total. \eBut iit"s "a *farrly thorotgh 
going-through the station. 

MR. BARRIE: It's a comprehensive unit 
rehabilitation, involving everything that Mr. Taborek 
mentioned, plus all of the auxiliary equipment. They 
looked at the pumps, the fans, the motors, as well as 
the primary equipment, that is the boiler and the 
turbine unit itself. 


MR. SNELSON: I think we should also give 
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yourthe;curnentistatus, andi.thattis’thatothesfirstt four 
units are committed for thorough rehabilitation and 
that work is underway. On two units it will be nearing 
completion, on two units it's underway at the moment. 

The‘other’ four units are* on hold; 
subject to review, because of rising cost estimates and 
rising scope of work that is involved. Decisions will 
be made later this year, I believe, as to the scope for 
Eheg@tast sfour funits. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Now, that you give it to 
me, I remember, this was dealt with in another 
cross-examination, I think. 

MR. BARRIE: It was, yes. 

DR. CONNELL: Could I just be sure how 
much units 986 refers to? Is that four? 

ME sCABOREKRISESSO0=pliGongor Ehalteis for 
thes fins Galoursuinitsyioand W36—Wils sthat five fremainder? 
JeseauusteonethemieshetourmunrttsiaeAnd thathis because 
relatively full commitments have been made for the 
first four units; the commitments on the latter units 
have yet to be decided. 

DR. CONNELL: And this number doesn't 
include the scrubbers? 

MR. TABOREK: No, Lakeview is last on the 


list to receive scrubbers after Nanticoke and Lambton. 
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MR. SNELSON: It would be very difficult 
to have add scrubbers at Lakeview. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Just so I understand it, 
136 may then be increased if the decision is made to go 
ahead; is that right? 

MR. TABOREKs veThat’s*correct..?That's one 
of the possibilities of the further work that's going 
Oni 

MR. H. POCH: Q. And if scrubbers are 
added then there will be further cost for that? 

MR’ PTABORER 7 8A0 (Yes « 

Q. What order are we looking at, what 
order of magnitude? 

A. Our scrubber order of preference for 
precedents for least cost fitment would be to go 
through the Lambton station, through the Nanticoke 
station and then through the Lakeview station. 

Q. And what magnitude of cost are we 
talking about at Lakeview? 

A. Well, first of all, we don't have 
detailed cost estimates, but to a first approximation, 
we have mentioned $457-million dollars for two 
scrubbers at Lambton. Those are for 500 megawatts 
units. 300 megawatts units might be cheaper, but on 


the other hand, there are particular difficulties in 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


Taborek,Barrie, 4426 
Snelson,Ryan 
cr ex (f. Foch) 


fitting at Lakeview, so that that might offset that. 
So, we haven't made detailed estimates for Lakeview 
scrubbers. 

Q. So, approximately? 

A. 400-million for round numbers, a 
pair. 

Q. And that would take us to today's 
environmental ene to allow compliance to today's 
standards? 

A. No, Lakeview... 

MR. BARRIE: A. We already do comply. 

MR. TABOREK: ‘A. Yes, we comply. 
Scrubbers would go to Lakeview. Since we have a fixed 
tonnage limit, what would take scrubbers to Lakeview is 
if, for some reason, our coal burns got so high for 
whatever freason,jithat awelhad itovgoiltthrough al? of 
Lambton, all of Nanticoke and then go to Lakeview, then 
they would be required to meet today's limits. 

Q. Panel, are you aware what air 
emissions are released from the Lakeview plant? 

MS. RYAN: A. We, in fact, answered an 
interrogatory along those lines. Interrogatory 
2.14.70, provided the detail of specific testing that 
was carried out at Lakeview to identify emissions from 


the station. 
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Q. Did that include trace metals? 

Ais) Yes Sat aids Thnd orqaniess 

Q. And the full organic scan? 

Avioyves? 

Oy *Traceiorganschscan? 

Ay Veo". 

Q. And the results are shown in that 
answer; is that correct? 

As) *+es. 

Q. Was there air modelling undertaken of 
the air quality in the vicinity of the Lakeview 
generating station when these tests were analyzed? 

Ave Yesmivinsfact, obhey stook *thetresults 
from the tests and put them through the model under the 
Environmental Protection Act and came up with a result, 
and the report summary expresses the result as a per 
cent of the current ambient air quality criteria. 

Q. And that's Regulation 308 model? 

Aw?) That %s icorrect. 

Q. It didn't undertake any alternative 
modelling that's been contemplated in the regulation 
308 redrafting process; did it? 

A. To my knowledge it did not work 
through those models which are much more complex. 


Q. So, you are looking at a point of 
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impingement model then? 

A. To my knowledge. 

Q. Instead of a source point model? 

Lopgltyiseansounceypornt piak ing pit ite 
point of impingement model. 

QO. And the geographic area of that air 
shed was what? 

A. The way the model works, it provides 
the distance from the station of the maximum 
concentration for that ynodelaAiit«cant t sfind it 
immediately. 

I believe it was about 4,000 metres, but 
I would have to check that. 

Q. So, that wouldn't have extended 
within the City of Toronto boundaries then? 

A. No. What that means is that the 
concentrations due to Lakeview in the City of Toronto 
would have been less than the modelled maximum. 

0. Butenotylessiithantambient 
necessarily, withingthescity? 

A. Ambient ws i thehcontribution of all 
sources, and I don't have the information to know the 
comparisons. 

Q. Will the panel dealing with fossil, 


Panel 7, be able to deal with these types of issues? 
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A. My knowledge would be that the fossil 
panel would have more information on this than we do. 

Q. Okay. Ms. Ryan, are you familiar 
with the air pollution index under the EPA regulations? 

AY Yes, lan 

Q. And are you aware of any occurrences 
when there have been API regulatory exceedances 
requiring either a partial or a full shut down of 
Lakeview? 

MR. BARRIE: A. I can recall instances 
where we have been required to alter the output from 
Lakeview because of the API, yes. 

Q. And who would require you to do that? 

A. The Ministry of Environment. 

Q. Do you recall when that occurred or 
how often? 

A. I don't have the specific dates of 
when it occurred or how, no. 

THE CHAIRMAN: What were you required to 
do? I'm sorry, I didn't quite hear. 

MR. BARRIE: We were required to reduce 
the output of Lakeview if the pollution index reaches a 
certain point. 

There are actually two stages. The first 


stage is voluntary on our part, when the index reaches 
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32. When the index reaches 50, then it is compulsory. 

MRGG ie TPOCH Se} Oe2eSo7> say; several 
summers ago when we had an extremely hot summer, where 
there were a great number of exceedances in the City of 
Toronto area of that 50 level. Would that have been an 
example of when the MOE had called upon Hydro to reduce 
the units at Lakeview? 

MASE BARRIESSeAS "it's typically the 
weather conditions that are most difficult, yes. 

MSPeRVANS SATE Ledon't*réecarl "that 
specific control mechanism being required for quite a 
number of years. 

Q. Would you undertake to provide me 
with details of when since 1985 that may have occurred, 
how often and the duration of those occurrences and to 
what extent the plant would have had to be reduced in 
its generating capacity? 

A. Since 1985? 

Q. Please. 

MR. BARRIE: A. I will undertake that 
because it's a separate operating issue. 

Q. Thank you. 


THE CHAIRMAN: So that is 142.63. 
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---UNDERTAKING NO. 142.63: Ontario Hydro undertakes to 
provide how often since 1985 the 

MOE called upon Hydro to reduce the units 

at Lakeview, the duration, and the extent 

the plant would have had to be reduced in 
its generating capacity, and where 
replacement capacity came from. 

MR. BARRIE: Was there a date given? 

MR.,Hs«, POCH:. » Sanees1 985. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Since 1985. 

MR. H. POCH: Q. And in cases where 
there was a loss of generating capacity, because of the 
partial or full shut-downs of Lakeview, would you also 
be kind enough to advise where the replacement capacity 
would have come from? 

MR. BARRIE: A. Yes. 

Q. Thank you. 

Ms. Ryan I am wondering if you are the 
correct person to address this question to. Has 
Ontario Hydro undertaken any air shed modelling 
throughout the greater Toronto area, and particularly 


the City of Toronto, of the contaminants that are 


omitted from its various generating stations? 
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(12:16 p.m.] MS. RYAN: A. I know that we have done 
air shed modelling in conjunction with our assessment 
of the draft clean air program and what would be the 
implications for our stations, and I know that 
considerable work was done for our Nanticoke generating 
station and for our Lambton generating station for 
those air sheds. I don't have specific knowledge of 
the information for Lakeview. 

THE CHAIRMAN: What do you understand air 
shed modelling to be? 

MS. RYAN: My understanding is that it's 
looking at not just our source in an air shed but it is 
accounting for all of the other sources to see if the 
combined result is acceptable air quality. 

MR. H. POCH: Q. And in formulating the 
DSP was any such modelling undertaken? 

MS. RYAN: A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. I'm not limiting that question to 
Lakeview, but I'm also including the Hearn and 
Pickering generating stations. 

That's correct, the same answer? 

A. Same answer, yes. 

Q. Would you move now to the Hearn. 

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to refer 


to the second group of materials that I have provided. 
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Perhaps we can give the bundle of the materials an 
exhibit number? 

THE CHAIRMAN: Are they all 
interrogatories? 

MRS. H. “POCHS* "No," tney”are’ not; Mr. 
Chairman. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Then we had better give 
the bundle a number. 

THE REGISTRAR: 168, Mr. Chairman. 
—=—-EXHIBIT NO. 168: Document “Precis; "May 29; T9SQL: 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. 

MR. H. POCH: Q. I have handwritten page 
numbers at the top right for ease of reference. If we 
could turn to page two which is Interrogatory 2.20.6 
and that sets out a chronology of the utilization of 
Hearn since 1970, and 1971, 1972 there was a 
recommissioning of some of the units to run on natural 
gas, it was originally coal-fired, and one of the 
reasons was to help combat air pollution. 

Does anyone know what air pollution meant 
at that time in coming to that rationale for the 
changeover? 

MS. RYAN: A. Air pollution in those 
days was the local impingement of sulphur dioxide and 


particulate, generally, on the areas surrounding the 
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station. 

Q. So, that was the rationale to reduce 
those emissions aside from economic rationale? 

A. Yes, there was an environmental 
initiative and at the time the shorter small stacks 
were replaced with the one stack that exists there 
today. 

Q. And in your answer you state that 
Units 1 through 5 were mothballed in 1979 and '80 and 
Units 6 through 8 were mothballed in 1983 for economic 
reasons. 

Can you describe what economic reasons 
mean, in that answer? 

MR. SNELSON: A. Basically it comes back 
to the same time period as the Wesleyville discussion 
we had earlier this morning. That was the time when 
the load forecast was being adjusted to a lower rate of 
growth and there was more generating capacity than 
required and Hearn was one of the highest operating 
cost plants on the system. So, when it came to a 
decision as to which plants to close then Hearn was top 
Of thendists 

Ov SNowemwon td vehatistill, besthe 
Situation if Hearn was restarted or reactivated today? 


A. Hearn would still be a relatively 
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high operating cost plant, yes. 

Q. When you say relatively high, what do 
you mean? 

MR. BARRIE: A. It would be more 
expensive than all of our coal. I'm not sure how it 
would sit compared to the oil but when we envisaged 
bringing it back we envisaged that it would run with a 
low capacity factor, something like 5 per cent or less 
which applies a higher operating cost. 

Q. Since 1984, 1985 the plant has been 
providing voltage support for the Toronto area as noted 
in your answer? What do you mean by Toronto area? 

A. Well, I think your diagram --°“if we 
can refer to your diagram, i i's réally the 115 kV 
system that Hearn is connected to through to the 115 to 
230 kV at Leaside which is the main connection to the 
rest» of the grid systems ‘It'sproviding support for 
that whole area and, indeed, is assisting in supporting 
the voltage in the whole Metropolitan Toronto, but it 
is specifically for that area I described earlier. 

Q. That's as I stated by operating 
syncronous condensors? 

Aw That "sicorrects 

Q. Those are transformers, are they? 


A. No. The machine operates as a 
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Synchronous condensor, there is no megawatts being 
delivered. We disconnect the turbine from the 
alternator and the alternator is simply spun, and this 
produces a voltage support. It does not require any 
fuel,.it's. just there. 

Ooteso,pethere is no fipinigsup sof 
combustion at all? 

AD YPN; ne! 

Q. So, likewise there wouldn't be any 
emissions to the atmosphere? 

A.-.No.' The burner cand turbine unit are 
shut down, there is nothing being used, it's mainly the 
electrical side. 

Ont FaNOW, pDammty Onjrail of the plant is, in 
the future, reactivated, and I'm not talking about the 
utilization of CTUs but reactivation of the existing 
eight units or some of those units that have been 
mothballed. Would new facilities be required to 
refurbish those units or to rework those units or bring 
them up to today's state of the art standard? 

A. It was mentioned in early testimony 
that there was a plan to bring two units back at Hearn 
and there was an estimate done, in fact, work did 
commence to bring the units back up to a condition 


where they could be utilized. It did involve work and 
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various items of equipment needed to be refurbished. 
The work stipulated was just sufficient to make the 
plant operable for four or five years, it was not to be 
confused with the kind of work we talked about with the 
Lakeview rehabilitation earlier. It wasn't that kind 
of undertaking. 

Q. Would it be stop-gapped for a short 
duration to meet peak loads? 

A. That was what was envisaged back last 
year when we were going to bring the plant back, it was 
for the next five years and the money committed was 
sufficient to make the plant operate for roughly that 
amount of time. 

Q. That was a commitment of 
approximately $69-million, was that right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So, there would have been retooling 
of the two units? 

A. What is retooling? 

Q. Would the units have had to be worked 
on and replaced, parts replaced, major parts? 

A. Yes, there was work with the boiler 
and turbine units, the water treatment plant was one 
specific thing that needed work on, and the other 


auxiliaries, pumps, fans, motors, a fair amount of work 
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in a number of different areas. 

Q. And would scrubbers have been 
installed? 

A. No. 

Q. Would any pollution control abatement 
equipment be installed? 

A. No additional. A large part of the 
70-million) --.$69-million)was,;,. infact, tosremove 
asbestos. 

Q. That was about $30-million, if I'm 
not mistaken? 

Awegliab Smcomrect, that's correct. 

Q. And that program proceeded in any 
event did it? 

A. We have continued with the work to 
remove the asbestos from the station, yes, so the 
30-million portion of the 70-million, the work is 
continuing. 

Q. That should be completed sometime 
later this year, I understand; is that correct? 

A... J:minot sure.aydsthinks thats's 
COrnect. 

Q. Now, in answer to Interrogatory 
4220.13, that's found onypage: 5,,Mr.‘Chaizman, Jot 


Exhibit 168, you note that the reactivation of the 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


24 


25 


Taborek,Barrie, 4439 


Snelson,Ryan 
cr ex (Hs Poch) 


Hearn station is not currently proposed, as you said, 
two of the units were being considered last year, 
that's not the case now? 

A. That *s- corree™ “rhe detrsior to 
restart Hearn was changed in September of last year. 

O. We will ger=into"that“in a FIttle bic 
more detail in a few minutes. Saraen me, I was looking 
at the wrong page. In answer, you state that Hearn was 
not included in the load meeting capability of the 
existing system? 

Re Wes: 

Q. Mr. Starkman questioned you about 
that issue and whether or not Hearn would be included 
in future load meeting (capapeeeem We have a 
Situation where last year you were looking at the Hearn 
to possibly deal with parts of the peak load, now you 
are not, it may, in fact, happen in the future again 
that you will be considering the reactivation of some 
or alls of those units isn't that ‘correct? 

A. Could I deal with it with respect to 
the immediate future then perhaps one of my colleagues 
can deal with how it's dealt with in the plant? 

Q. What do you mean by immediate future 
fitst. ofall? 


A. We're always looking at next winter 
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and the next five winters after that, by "we" I mean 
the operations division. It was the operations 
division who had put forward the proposal to bring 
Hearn back last year so it was more of a short-term 
measure, the next five years shall we say. 

Ore Yess 

A. So, it remains a possible option that 
we will take account of when we are looking at the next 
five years! elethink this is separate Sfrom ‘the 


Demand/Supply Plan. 
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[12:30 p.m.] Q. And beyond that five-year period? 

A. Then it moves into the planning 
horizon and I think it would essentially become part of 
the Demand/Supply Plan. 

Q. Mr. Snelson, could you help me? 

MR. SNELSON:«© “Aset¥es’ntlI .thankitetold 
Mr. Starkman this morning that the way Hearn and Keith 
were considered in the Demand/Supply Plan is, they were 
considered as options in case load was higher than 
forecast. They were, therefore, included in the upper 
load growth plan for a limited period of time. 

They were not included in the median load 
growth plan because of their low efficiency, high 
operating cost, relatively high fuel cost, such that if 
you wanted to use these facilities for extended periods 
oftime; forefairly »hightcapacity factorsxor evenvin 
some cases for low capacity factor use, you would 
seriously consider building a new station to replace 
them. 

Q. That would entail an environmental 
assessment under the Environmental Assessment Act; is 
that correct? 

A. That is part of what this process is. 

Q. Separate, a site-specific 


environmental assessment, aside from this planned EA? 
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A. I believe that with few exceptions, 
any decisions to build a plant will require a 
site-specific environmental assessment in addition to 
whatever approvals are obtained here. 

Q. And as Mr. Starkman elicited, we are 
looking at a potential 2005 A.D. decommissioning date. 
But that is notea EFinitetddate)®as*you%stated, for the 
reactivation of the Hearn; is that correct? 

Avweves ftv shasnoeronal Vdate? 

Q. Now, I understand that there are 
several NUG proposals that are being considered for the 
site; is that correct? 

A.” There is at least*one. Iam not 
aware of more than one that is active at the moment. 

QeacAnd=thaters being *brought@forward by 
what company? 

A. The NUG proposals will be discussed 
in Panel 5 and there issue of confidentiality 
Surrounding specific NUG proposals from specific 
proponents and so, I am not sure that it is appropriate 
that I should answer that question. 

Q. Are you telling me that because of 
that potential issue of confidentiality, we may not 
hear, details of what is*fully> proposed for the Hearn 


site, if NUG is one of those potential considerations? 
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A. If a NUG proposal for the Hearn 
Generating Station site were to proceed, then I believe 
that the non-utility generator would have to obtain 
whatever approvals were necessary, including any 
approvals that he might need underneath the 
Environmental Protection Act or the Environmental 
Assessment Act and-- 

O.4,¥OUnarevavareuthaty—a1 Inivisceury: 

A. --I am not expert to indicate what 
specific approvals would be needed under those Acts. 

Q. Perhaps Ms. Ryan could help us out 
here. I am sure you are aware, Ms. Ryan, that if it is 
a private company, that proposal would not necessarily 
be designated under the Environmental Assessment Act 
for for an environmental assessment, would it? 

MS. RYAN: A. My understanding is that 
they would have to get approvals under the 
Environmental Protection Act. 

I had thought that with some types of 
NUGS, there might be requirements under the 
Environmental Assessment Act, but I do not deal with 
NUGS proposals and am not familiar with their 
requirements under the law. 

Q. Will we be hearing in detail, in the 


NUG panel, as to what is proposed for the Hearn? 
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MR. SNELSON: A. I don't know what 
degree of detail Panel 5 will be able to go into on 
specific proposals. 

Q. Do you have any details, in general 
form, at least, as to what is being proposed for a NUG 
utilization. of the site? 

A. In general terms, NUG proposals that 
have occurred from over the last few years have 
generally involved some combination of combined cycle 
genération;ethat is; (running tonenaturalbegaseas: a 
primary fuel, and some of the proposals have involved 
the extraction of heat from the generating units to be 
sold to the district heating system in downtown 
Toronto. 

Q. Cogeneration type of proposals? 

A. Cogeneration type of proposals, and 
that this is the sort of high-efficiency use of energy 
that the people from South Bruce were talking about a 
couple of days ago. 

Q. And what is the current proposal that 
is on the table? 

Aw |lodon"t) think’ i should besdiscussing 
the particulars of the current proposal and I am not 
familiar with the details of the current proposal. The 


witnesses from the Non-Utility Generation Division have 
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far more details about those proposals than I have. 

Q. Are any other members of this panel 
aware of any detail or any general detail? 

MR. BARRIE: A. I am not. 

MS. URYAN: CAG Tar nots 

MR. TABOREK: A. Nothing to add. 

Q. In formulating the DSP, you didn't 
consider the use of the Hearn as a non-utility 
generation system, did you? 

MR. SNELSON: A. The use of Hearn was 
identified as a potential site, as an illustrative site 
inChapter | l4vof cExhiibivea yp and feois@shewn-ae a= ‘and 
I am looking at page 14-37, figure 14-22, where Hearn 
is shown as being a potential site for combustion 
turbine units and a potential site for combined cycle 
units. 

Clearly, if the site is developed by a 
non-utility generator, then that would tend to subtract 
from its usefulness to Ontario Hydro specifically, but 
in terms of electricity system, it can provide the same 
benefit. 

So, it really doesn't matter, to the 
electricity system, whose name goes on the door. 

Q. So, those two types of proposals that 


are set out in figure 14-22 of Exhibit 3 are the types 
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of NUGS that are being considered at this time by Hydro 
for that site; is that correct? 

A. I have described the general 
characteristics of NUG proposals that we have received 
over the last four or five years. -I don't think it is 
appropriate to discuss the specifics of any current 
proposals. As I said, I am not familiar with the 
details of the specific current proposals. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Perhaps you can help me to 
this extent. At what point, speaking now generally; 
not about the specific proposal, but speaking 
generally, at what point would you build a NUG proposal 
into the planning? At what stage of the negotiations 
would it be; when there were serious negotiations, when 
the deal had been made, or at what point would it 
become part of your planning project? 

MR. SNELSON: At the moment, the way NUGS 
are being taken into account in our planning is that 
each year, there is a non-utility generation plan being 
prepared which is a forecast of how much non-utility 
generation will be made available to us. 

At present, that forecast largely is 
based of cogeneration options and hydraulic, with a 
little bit of waste fuel options. 


That does not include a large non-utility 
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generator, such as the redevelopment at Hearn, so that 
would probably be additional to what is in the current 
plan. 

THE CHAIRMAN: All right. I just really 
wondered, at what point do you take such a proposal 
into account in planning? 

MR. SNELSON: When there is a relatively 
high probability of it proceeding. If there was... We 
haven't yet had the situation arise, but we will take 
it into account when we see a significant probability 
of it proceeding. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Are you able to say 
whether the proposal at Hearn that has been under 
discussion the last few minutes has a high probability 
of proceeding? 

MR. SNELSON: I couldn't comment on the 
probability at the moment because I am not familiar 
with the current status of the NUG negotiations. 

It hadn't reached the stage where we, in 
planning, have recognized that it is a likelihood 
rather than a possibility. 

MS. PATTERSON: So, what does a high 
probability of proceeding mean, in general terms? If 
it was something that had to undergo an environmental 


assessment, would it be at the stage where they had an 
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approval after a hearing or it had gone through the 
Environmental Assessment Branch? 

MR. SNELSON: I would expect that it 
would start to figure as an explicit item in our plans 
upon the exchange of some sort of letter of intent to 
proceed, which I think would precede the obtaining of 
environmental approval by the non-utility generator. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. 

MR. H. POCH: Q. Will Hearn be dealt 
with in more detail in the NUG panel? 

MR. SNELSON: A. The witnesses on the 
NUG panel will know more about the NUG proposals at 
Hearn than I do, and as I have said, subject only to 
the concern about confidentiality, and I don't know how 
much that will limit the discussion. 

Q. So, subject to the confidentiality 
issue, it will be addressed in Panel 5? 

A. Yes. 

Q. The Hearn site comprises what, about 
70 acres? 

As. pebyidonsstark now: 

Q. Now, I would like to go back to the 
reactivation issue. 

And, Mr. Chairman, if we could turn to 


pages, 13.and 14,o0f' Exhibit! 168. 
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Now, panel, this is an information 
release from Hydro's public information officer, and it 
is dated March 15, 1990, and it refers to the 
then-proposed reactivation of the two units at Hearn. 

You have had an opportunity to review 
this document, have you? 

MR. BARRIE:, A.m@ Yes. 

Q. At that time, Chairman Franklin said, 
",..consumer demand for electricity is outpacing 
Hydro"s capacityrto supp rt 2S" 

I take it that he was just referring to 
the peak load issue; is that correct? 

ADtstes: 

Q. And jit says; following “that, 
"Restarting Hearn is the best of the alternatives..." 

Did you consider other alternatives? 

As neYesi. 

Q. And what were those other 
alternatives? 

A. The principle alternative looked at 
was making capacity purchases from our 
interconnections. 

Q. And which interconnections were you 
looking at? New York? 


A. It would more likely have been with 
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Michigan. 

Q. What did you find when you looked at 
that? 

A.” <I* think’ I should’ describe the total 
process. 


Q. Please. 

Ay =EN Marcn*or 19907 when *this was 
taking place, we would be looking the situation for the 
following winter and the next five. We would be 
assessing our capacity situation and our expected 


demand for each winter peak. 
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[12:45 p.m.] We envisaged, at that time, the load 
forecast being what it is, that we would face potential 
problems for the winters 1991/92 and on. 

So, the option of purchasing is always 
available to us when we have a capacity shortfall, as I 
think I have described. We did go out and look at what 
was likely to be available in the future winters ahead 
of us, if we were in a position where we had to buy. 

An assessment was done, and, in general, 
it was felt that there would be some capacity available 
but it was by no means certain. It was a cheaper 
option than starting Hearn, but it was not as certain 
to deliver the power, and it was really that element of 
uncertainty that lead to the decision to restart the 
Hearn. 

By the way, at that time we envisaged not 
only having to restart Hearn but possibly having to 
make purchases as well. So, the plan was to use a 
combination of both rather than rely entirely upon 
Capacity purchases. 

Q. Were any contractual negotiations 
entered upon with the other suppliers? 

A. Discussions took place but no 
contracts were struck, no. 


Q. Could those negotiations have been 
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Eruot fal? 

At eiYess 

Q. Is there still an opening to discuss 
if, in the future, you do see the need to bring forward 
some peak power from Hearn to go back to those other 
Suppliers and negotiate supply from those instead? 

A. The process would be exactly the 
same. Again, I suggest that we did foresee a capacity 
shortfall, we would look at those options, exactly as 
we did before. 

Q. So, it would be more costly to 
reactivate the Hearn than to buy from elsewhere. 

That's what you said a minute ago; is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. In costing that supply, those various 
alternatives, did you include the environmental costs 
ofsairepo liut ion? 

Asi d Dedon! th thinkWwe ‘did, .no,) of either 
one. 

MS-@IRYANCS De BUS flr thinkiaty s?tfair to 
say that the start of Hearn would have met the 
requirements, environmental requirements. 

Q. Under Regulation 308? 

A:aaves 


Q. And elsewhere, there wasn't a study, 
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I take it, of the other suppliers' effect if you were 
to be supplied by the other suppliers of any emissions 
from their facilities? 

MR. BARRIE: A. No, we would not have 
assessed the impact of emissions in Michigan upon 
Ontario. 

Q. So, generally, and I guess as a 
proposition, if you are looking at imports from other 
jurisdictions, you don't consider the environmental 
impact of the supply from the other jurisdictions; is 
that correct? 

THE CHAIRMAN: Impact on where, on 
Ontario or on the location of the utility, offshore 
UeLerey sc 

MR. Bai POCH secon (both: 

MR. BARRIE: Operationally we do not. I 
am not sure if Ms. Ryan would like to add anything. 

MS .“°RYAN:i» D’‘thank?thel point “is tthat 
those utilities have their own regulations to meet, 
which they do. I think we have noted in past testimony 
that, historically, there has been a difference between 
Our regulation and their's, and that there is a move 
internationally to bring the regulations closer 
together. So, that in future those types of 


discrepancies should not occur. 
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MR. H. POCH: Q. Now, as we were 
discussing earlier, $69-million had been set aside to, 
as was stated on page 13, to make the Hearn units fit 
to run technically and environmentally. Now, is that 
environmental consideration limited to the asbestos 
removal program? 

I am looking at the second last paragraph 
Onspage.13 OfeExhbbitll6s. 

MS. RYAN: A. Asbestos removal is 
generally not considered environmental; it's health and 
safety. So, the environmental would refer to emissions 
to meet the existing regulations. 

Q. And what improvements would have been 
incorporated to meet those environmental concerns? 

MR. SNELSON: A. The proposal was to run 
the -plant om natural ‘gas,’ which “isa fle? “for that 
location, which would have relatively little in the way 
of environmental emissions. There is no sulphur 
dioxide appreciably with that fuel, and there are no 
Significant particulates with that fuel. 

Q. How about the carbon dioxide, heavy 
metals? 

MS. RYAN: A. Carbon dioxide would exist 
but be lower than coal, and heavy metals, to my 


knowledge, I'm not aware of heavy metal emissions with 
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natural gas. 

Q. Have there) beens scans,°analyses, for 
heavy metals? 

A. We do not currently have a station 
running on natural gas to test. 

Q. Are you aware of tests in comparable 
Situations in other jurisdictions? 

A. I'm not aware of specific data. I am 
aware that testing is done. 

MR. SNELSON: A. We don't know of 
anything in the fuel that would generate heavy metals 
in the exhausts. 

MR TABOREK 3 VADAal might also note, Mr. 
Poch, the plant would be for peaking purposes only and 
would not run very much. And it is when it's used 
continously for energy purchases, not for capacity 
purchases, that you tend to get significant emissions 
of whatever is there. 

Q. The proposal itself was to use that 
plant to meet peak. 

A. Mr. Barrie said approximately 5 per 
cent capacity factor. 

Q. That's right. So, there would have 
just been the use of it from time to time? 


A. Sporadic, yes. 
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Q. And if there is a reactivation in the 
future, again we are looking at that same type of 
scenario;fWsithat’ CorrectyOuriBarrie? 

MR BARRIE?:° ° AS I think so, yes. 

Oo LJ AndswrlictheoCtty of Toronto be 
notified in advance of any proposed reactivation? 

A. I am not sure what the procedures are 
of informing interested parties. I imagine they would 
be, yes. 

Q. Would anyone here undertake through 
theinget ficedt onimnformathercity *sesolicitorsif a 
reactivation is proposed? 

THE CHATRMAN #¥Oteden !tcthink ‘thislhis 
really Iparteobtountconcern 

MRGisH. SPOCHa Sbe7wrlP pass on that. 

THE CHAIRMAN: If they want to say 
that... I would be very surprised if you didn't know 
about ity? thud Idonbisehhiink fthatisepart ofudur sconcenn. 

MR Sitio POCHE Siiwillopasstonhthataline, 
Mr. Chairman. I will leave that to another forum. 

QO. . Taendng to page PiU MOnPERnupTt L68, 
whaich Gisinas letCermdabedrgulyaa371990 pFtanthe City of 
Toronto velterkpeBbarbara iKaplinjefromechris Jones cf “the 
design and construction branch, and it was copied to 


the’ chairman, of» Ontario yHydro.. This letter continues 
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to deal with the then-proposed reactivation of the two 
units at Hearn; is that correct, Mr. Barrie? 

MRy BARRIE:7;7A.2 01 ‘me SOrnry? 

-Q. Does this document again refer to the 
continued then-proposed reactivation of the two units 
at Hearn? 

A. Yes, it does. 

Q. And under the heading "Demand 
Management" on the first page of the letter, in the 
second paragraph, it says that: 

"The generators are being restarted to 
help meet the growing electricity needs 
throughout Ontario and the greater 
Toronto area created by population 
increases and an expanding provincial 
economy." 

Do we still have those situations? 

A. Could you ask the question again? 

Q. Do we still have a population 
increase in the greater Toronto area and an expanding 
provincial economy at this time? 

A. At this point in time we do not have 
an expanding economy. 

Q. And what it is meant by "expanding 


provincial economy"? What parameters go into 
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determining? 

A. Domestic product, I suppose. 

Ore Pandont me2mlinn sorry; <fLAdidn’ © hear 
you. 

A. An expanding economy is normally 
measured by gross domestic product. 

Or lL 7Okay% 

MR. SNELSON: A. This is getting towards 
a discussion which is really a load forecast 
discussion. 

The expanding provincial economy in this 
sense, its main impact on the operation of the power 
system in general and Hearn in particular, is through 
its affect on the load, and that's a load Forecasting 
issue. 

Q. So, we were looking at GDP as a major 
factor in implementing reactivation that was proposed 
at that time. It was seen that the GDP would continue 
to increase and there would need to meet the peak 
power? 

A. I think that the planning and 
Operations is driven by the forecast of load, that is, 
at a given time. I believe that the load forecasters 
would have told the panel that the GDP was one of the 


factors that they use in coming up with the load 
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forecast. So, in planning and operations we deal with 
the load forecast, the load forecasters evaluate the 
affect of the provincial economy on the load. 

Q. So, as late as a year ago, 
approximately a year ago, in July, Ontario Hydro was 
still thinking that there would be the need to meet 
peak demand through the reactivation of the Hearn, and 
that changed in September last year, or just prior to 
September; is that correct? 

MR. BARRIE: A. That's when the decision 
On Hearn was made, in September. 

Q. And who had input into the making of 
that decision? 

A. Well, the main impact was from the 
load forecast. The load forecast changed and we, as 
operators, reassessed the situation in light of the new 
load forecast. We then recommended to the Board to 
change the previous decision. 

Q. The Board went along with that 
decision? 

A. They ‘did. 

Q. In mid-September? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Or early September. 


So again, the reactivation and then its 
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deferral was driven for economic reason? 

A. Driven by the need to meet the peak 
demand. When the estimate of the peak demand was 
reduced, then the need to restart Hearn was no longer 
there. 

It wasnt) totally) that;aby*theiwayom That 
was the major driving force. There was a side issue as 
well, that we were able to make some very attractive 
arrangements to purchase some 200 megawatts from 
Manitoba on an ongoing basis up to '93, which did 
provide other assistance to meeting the projected 
winter peak demands. But, the dominant factor was the 
reduction in the load forecast. 

Q. And that fine-tuning of the forecast 
was for what, for the three-year period from September 
of 1990? 

A. No, I think it was a new load 
forecast that was put in, it was several years, but it 
was particularly impactitive to us in the next three 
years. 

OQeevHow “Oftent wilt this* deferral of the 
reactivation be reviewed? 

A. Each year, round about March, we 
assess the situation for the upcoming winters. 


As I indicated to you earlier, the 
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restart of Hearn remains a possible option amongst a 
number of options that we will consider where we see 
potential shortfall. 

MR .#H?" POCHS* * Mrt Chairman,’ i’ nave one 
further of line of questioning which will take me no 
more than ten minutes. 

THE CHAIRMAN: If you don't mind, I would 
like to stick to our scheduling. So, we will stop and 
come back at 2:30. 

THE REGISTRAR: This hearing will adjourn 


Une U2 830, 


=-=LUnNchneon recess, at =r2ro) pit. 
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=S=Oniresuming "at 2435p ams 

THE REGISTRAR: This hearing is again in 
session. Please be seated. 

MR’ CASTRELUI:* oMrs Chairman ;~if*you'will 
permit me to speak to you sitting down, I appear to be 
about the fourth counsel down for those who are 
expecting to cross-examine this afternoon, and I'm 
advised by -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: I thought you were the 
next, Consumers' Association? 

MRLGICASTRILL NG *:NO,? 1 "m*not the 
Consumers' Association, I'm Moose River/James Bay 
Nan/Treaty #3 and Teme-Augama. I understand that Mr. 
Poch will be approximately ten to fifteen minutes, the 
Consumers' Association will be approximately a half 
hour to an hour, Northumberland will be approximately 
an hour and the Ontario Federation of Agriculture will 
be will about a half hour which will take us to about 
5300. 

THE CHAIRMAN: The Ontario Federation of 
Agriculture is new, I didn't realize they were on the 
list. 

MR. CASTRILLI: I hadn't realized either, 
I was just advised of that in the day. So, I would 


like to ask the board's indulgence to permit me to 
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commence on Monday morning. And if for any reason the 
next grouping were, in fact, reached this afternoon, 
Ms. Marlatt is here and is ready to go and could go 
ahead of me. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, that's fine, then 
we'll leave it that way. 

MR. CASTRILLI: Thank you. 

THE CHAIRMAN: More undertakings? 

MRS. FORMUSA: What else? Two more, 
142.17 and 142.61. Again, copies will be provided to 
the counsel who received the undertakings, and to 
anyone else who asked, and I have given eight copies to 
Mr. Lucas. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Put one on 
each of our. desks if you’ could,;) Mr.oLucas. 

@MRs + LUCAS * «addldedot thats 

MR. H. POCH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Q. Ms. Ryan, I would like just to go 
back to the proposed reactivation of the Hearn, or the 
potential reactivation of the Hearn through the 1990s 
and let's say up to the year 2005. Are there any air 
shed air quality studies related to emissions from 
Hearn proposed at this time as related to any 
reactivation? 


MS. RYAN: A. Not at this time. Should 
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there be a plan to reactivation then the appropriate 
environmental studies will be done. 

QO. Would that include an: air shed 
modelling exercise for the City of Toronto area? What 
is appropriate in your mind? 

A. It would be ensuring that the 
environmental regulations of the day were met and at 
this point in time air shed modelling is not included 
as part of the Regulation 308. 

Q. Now you mentioned the clean air 
program? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Which is one of the predecessor 
programs that could lead to the new Regulation 308 as 
you're aware; is that correct? 

A» senaS. Gorrects 

Q. Would that contemplate an air shed 
modell exercise also? 

A. The clean air program as drafted 
had -- I'm not familiar with the specifics of the 
models but had air shed modelling. But at this point 
in time it is still a draft regulation. 

Q. So, you're not proposing to follow-up 
on that? 


A. Not at this time. 
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Qv I'd like to move to the last’ line of 
questioning, Mr. Chairman, for this afternoon, and 
Ms. Ryan, again, I'd like to turn to Hearn and in 
particular combustion turbine units, CTUs as they're 
colloquially known. They are mentioned throughout the 
DSP document as a possibility for inclusion in several 
generating station sites including Hearn; isn't that 
correct, to meet peak demand? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So, they're part of the ultimate plan 
proposal that's before this Board? 

MR. SNELSON: A. Combustion turbine 
units are part of the facilities we're seeking approval 
of from this Board, but the sites that are identified 
are illustrative sites and the combustion turbine units 
if approved will be sited wherever is the most 
appropriate in a subsequent siting process. 

Q. Now, that subsequent siting process 
was undertaken several years ago, wasn't it, 

Mr. Snelson? 

A. It was started about a year or so 
ago. 

Q. And that was an environmental 
assessment process I understand, under the 


Environmental Assessment Act; is that correct? 
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Ms. Ryan, perhaps you could help? 

A .jnthey exacts legal. status;oliminot/ sure 
of, but it was an environmental assessment process. 

Q. Would it have taken into account 
Chose matters set out in section.5,Asubsection 3 of the 
Environmental Assessment Act, Ms. Ryan? 

MSaeRYAN: «An taken sorhys,: ledon! taknow. 

Q. Have you had any involvement in that 
process, has anyone in your division had any 
involvement in that process, dealing with the CTUs? 

MR. SNELSON: A. There was extensive 
involvement by environmental groups across the 
corporation. 

Q. I was asking specifically of Ms. 
Ryan's division? 

MS. RYAN: A. We were involved to the 
extent we knew what the design group was doing. I 
don't have any specific knowledge of that process. 

Q. Are you aware that six candidate 
sites were being processed for CTUs? 

A. I was aware a number where, I don't 
know the exact number. 

Q. That's mentioned in the DSP document, 
pS Bae odie BR 


MR. SNELSON: A. I believe that the 
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sites that were identified for CTUs for consideration 
in that process was a separate and subsequent process 
to the DSP. 

Q. Subsequent? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now, of the six sites that were being 
considered and Mr. Snelson I'll put it to you that it 
waS an ongoing, concurrent process that has been 
deferred, and I'll get back to that in a minute, but 
the six sites that were being considered, are you aware 
of whether or not any of those are what is known as 
greenfield sites, sites that are not being utilized at 
this time? 

THE CHAIRMAN: Did you say greenfield? 

MR. H. POCH: Greenfield. 

O2eePernhaps hicanthelp you. mrlf& we can 
refer to page 21 of Exhibit 168 and the second last 
paragraph on that page. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the second page of 
an information release from Ontario Hydro dated 
September 25, 1990 dealing with the deferral of the 
restart of Hearn and the siting of CTUs. 

The second last paragraph, Mr. Snelson, 
Speaks to Hearn being one of six existing generating 


station sites in southern Ontario being considered. 
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MRS SSNEDSONYOLAT “Yess 

Q. And then it goes on to say 
"Environmental studies for these sites will continue." 

Are those studies still continuing? 

ATPRNOtuat eehis *eime: 

Q. Do you know why, or does anybody on 
this panel know why they're not continuing? 

A. This process of selecting combustion 
turbine sites was discontinued because the need for 
them in the next few years, there seemed to be a much 
lower probability because of the decline in load 
forecast for the short term. 

Q. Essentially, the same reason why the 
reactivation of Hearn didn't proceed; is that correct? 

AMeThates tcorrect. 

Q. If there is a further study of these 
candidate sites for CTUs, do you know if any other 
Sites, that may not be owned by Hydro, will be 
considered? 

A. In selecting the sites to be 
considered one of the factors that's taken into account 
-——j werd] come? backwto? your question," first of all, no I 
don't know for sure whether other sites will be 
considered. I do expect that existing sites would be 


high priority sites. 
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Q. Are you aware how long this CTU 
proposal has been deferred, what length of time? 

A. I don't believe there has been a 
specific time period put on when it will be restarted. 
It's indefinitely deferred, but it could be restarted 
at any time if the need was foreseen. 

Ov, At Hearn yityisna lange site ,wititake 
it, open space on site; is that correct? 

A. I think, was 70 acres that was 
mentioned this morning? 

On» Yes. 

A. That's the size, whether that's large 
Or small you can judge. 

Giga (Hor, theeCity of pmlonontoebhativeisa 
fairly large acreage. Are you aware if there is room 
CO s8COre, coalition cate? 

A. At the present there is room to store 
coal, yes. 

Q. Is there any opportunity to turn 
Hearn into a coal gasification plant; is that being 
considered? 

A. Their have been at least preliminary 
considerations of coal gas indication at Hearn. 

Q. And are you aware or is anybody else 


on this panel aware of any experience in the use of 
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gasified coal as a fuel source for CTUs or for 
generation anywhere? 

A. There is the cool water plant in the 
United States which gasifies coal and has an integrated 
gasification combined cycle. 

There are a number of other facilities 
elsewhere either proposed or under construction. I 
believe there is a 200 megawatt facility being 


committed in Holland, if I remember right. 
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(2:45.-p.ms | Q. That is not a proposal for the Hearn 
Generating Station, is it? It has not been considered, 
at all, -has»)it? 

A. I don't believe the Hearn was 
identified as an illustrative site for IGCC plant in 
the Demand/Supply Plan. 

MR. H. POCH: Mr. Chairman, those are my 
questions. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Poch. 

MR. TABOREK: Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to correct a number I gave earlier to Mr. Poch. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. Would you do that, 
please? 

MR. TABOREK: Mr. Poch asked me for the 
price of a pair of scrubbers for Lambton. I gave him 
457-million. That's an old number. The correct number 
where is 537-million. 

THE CHAIRMAN: 137? 

MR. TABOREK: 537. 

MR. ‘H') (POGHs! “OT 0 You saad “Lambie I 
was asking about Lakeview. 

MR. TABOREK: A. And then you asked me 
to make an estimate of Lakeview, and so I dida 
factoring and said roughly 400. The same factoring, I 


would now say roughly 500. 
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DR. CONNELL: 


MR. TABOREK: 


THE CHAIRMAN: 


MR. TABOREK: 


THE CHAIRMAN: 


MR. TABOREK: 


DR. CONNELL: 


for a scrubber? 


MR. TABOREK: 
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That was for two? 
Two. 

For two scrubbers? 
Yes, Sir. 

Two units? 

Yes. 


Do you have a figure of 169 


Sir, there are actually 


quite a number of figures that can come out, depending 


on whether they have interest, whether they are in 


dollars of some particular year, whether they are in 


dollars of the year, and at various stages in the 


process. So, they do tend to vary quite a bit. 


DR. CONNELL: 
Figure, I take it? 
MR. TABOREK: 


Sign on the cheques. 


THE CHAIRMAN: 


today? 
MR. TABOREK: 
scrubbers at Lambton, yes. 
MR. SNELSON: 


MR. TABOREK: 


So, this is an all-in 


This is actually what you 


If you were buying it 


Hi si ¥Sfor thes £i rst two 


For 1994 in-service. 


For 1994 in-service and 


dollars of the year, including interest. 
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THE CHAIRMAN: But just so I am clear, 
this is a committed figure? It is not an estimated 
figure? 

MR. TABOREK: Yes. This is a committed 
figure, yes. 

THE CHAIRMAN: But the other figure, the 
one for Lakeview, is an estimated figure based on what 
it is costing? 

MR. TABOREK: Given these and allowing 
for the difference in size and some allowance for the 
extra difficulty, it's just a rough judgment I have 
given. 

MR. SNELSON: We should caution you that 
there are considerable practical difficulties of 
installing and operating scrubbers at Lakeview, 
including a shortage of space to store limestone, a 
shortage of space to store ash that already exists, and 
a shortage of space to store any wastes that might be 
Created by the scrubbing process. So, Lakeview is a 
very difficult site to add scrubbers to, and the route 
that we have been proposing to go with Lakeview is 
towards the lower sulphur fuel route. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Do you have questions you 
want to ask as a result of this? 


MReyHs” POCH:!oNo,. saax% 
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THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. 

MR. MONGER: Good afternoon. These 
questions I think will be mainly for Mr. Taborek. They 
all arise out of his evidence in chief at pages 2736 
ehroughs 2738;,ofhhiswexaminataon inOchief. That is in 
Volume 16 of the transcript.» ?These questions’ relate to 
his comments on the implications of the daily 
chronological load curves. 

If you could turn up page 10 of Exhibit 
136, that would be appreciated, as well, and possibly 
2EAyou-couldsput iit Yup ton tthesoverhead! 

THE CHAIRMAN: 136? 


MR. MONGER: 136, yes. 


CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. MONGER: 


Q. I believe you indicated that these 
graphs represent the daily chronological load curves of 
two hypothetical utilities. As you can see, the upper 
one has the high load factor and the lower one has the 
low load factor. 

Such a graph of Ontario Hydro's daily 
chronological load is much more like the upper graph; 
isn't that correct? 

MR. TABOREK: A. Yes. 

©®. And so, it. had a high load factor and 


a relatively flat shape? 
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AY, yYes:. 

Q. And that can be seen by looking at 
page 7 of the same exhibit, I believe. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. You would just draw the line 
along the top of those numbers? 

A. (Nodding head) 

Q. Okay. You indicated on May 21st, 
that the area under these curves represents the energy. 
I take it that would be the energy demand placed upon 
the system by the respective utility's customers? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you suggested that this energy 
figure influences fuel use emissions and controls. 
Could you, please, elaborate on nature of this 
influence? You touched briefly upon it on May 21st. 

A. Could you just lead me a little 
further because I spoke at some length, and the 
influence on fuel use? 

Q. All right. The energy-- 

An? Yes? 

Q. --how it influences fuel use and 
emissions, particularly. 

A. Well, first of all, for the same peak 


load to be met, the high load factor utility would have 
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to provide more energy and use more energy, burn more 
fuel, than the low load factor utility for the same 
peak load; that is, the area under this curve is 


greater than the area under this curve, the amount of 


energy. 
Osmpilberightpasok ay! nab yehaink ithat 

that -- sorry. Go ahead if you have more to say. 
AsarNo.ay i Dihthatsisisat istactoryy ebha thks 

fine. 


Q. How would that affect controls? How 
would that influence controls? 

A. It is easiest to see. It depends, of 
course, on what fuel you are uSing or power source, but 
if you just consider it is all provided with coal, this 
would use more coal than this utility. 

Thequtrlityawiehnsthe higholoadviactor pat 
it were using all coal to provide, it would be burning 
more coal than the utility with the low load factor. 

Q. I understand that. 

A. And so, the point I was making was 
emissions are proportional to the energy used. 

Q. So, I understand how it would affect 
emissions, but I think you said it would influence 
controls, as well? 


AsesOh.s SAnd:).L ‘then-went tonpesince 
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regulations -- regulations can be written in many ways, 
but our regulation, for instance, is a constant tonnage 
per year and if we have to produce more energy or burn 
more coal, we have to add more emission controls. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. To get specific 
then, if we turn to page 7 or graph 7, and looking at 
this graph of the daily chronological load curve or a 
typical daily chronological load curve, I take it, of 
the existing system-- | 

Aim YSs. 

Q. --can you, please, indicate where on 
the graph a reduction in hourly demand of, say, 5 per 
cent and thus a reduction in energy would lead to a 
reduction in fuel use and lower emissions? Would it be 
everywhere on the graph? 

A. Everywhere, yes. 

Q. . Okay. 

A. Depending on the hour in which it 
actually occurred. So, hypothetically, if it occurred 
at eight o'clock in the morning, it would be there, but 
if it occurred in more hours, it would be there. 

OO. OKAY: “MANGE NES iis justi te qetidt 
very clear on the record. A reduction in the energy 
requirement should lower the fuel use and emissions 


even if such reduction does not affect peak load? 
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A. Yes. 

Q. Sorry, could you go back to page 10? 
If we assume for a moment that the two hypothetical 
utilities have the same load-meeting generation 
facilities as Ontario Hydro, and that their system 
peaks are identical to Ontario Hydro, would it be 
correctttowsay thatt the hightilicoad factor®utility would 
use its fossil generation facilities far more than the 
low factor utility? 

AsavYess 

Q. And thus, the low load factor at peak 
of utility would have substantially lower fuel use and 
emissions? 

A. Okay. If it had exactly the same 
generation as Ontario Hydro. I guess I was going to 
qualify that frequently, utilities do not have the same 
generation as we do. Many utilities have coal base 
load, «busy sz 

THE CHAIRMAN: In the context of what you 
are saying, what do you mean by "generation"? 

MR. TABOREK: The generation you would 
use to meet this demand. 

THE CHAIRMAN: You mean the amount of 
production of power? 


MR. TABOREK: Yes. The actual units you 
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would schedule to meet it. 

THE CHAIRMAN: All right. 

MR. MONGER: Mr. Chairman, I am asking 
about -- I am assuming that the two utilities have 
identical mixes of generation facilities. 

MR: TABOREK:) Yes. ev You"are®cOrrect. 

MR. MONGER: QQ. Okay. Just to make sure 
what I am correct on, the low load factor peaking 
utility would have substantially lower fuel use and 
emissions than the high load factor? 

MR. TABOREK: A. For the identical 
generation mix, yes. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. Could you, please, 
now turn to page 2738 of Volume 16 of the transcript. 

Again, to clarify for the record, looking 
at the third paragraph down, could you please clarify 
which hypothetical utility of the two on page 10 of 
Exhibit 136 would, in your opinion, find more 
Opportunities for demand management? 

Aw i LinesyaS» tol 7 Ther low) lidad. factor 
utility will generally find more in the way of 
Opportunities for demand management than the high load 
factoreutidit yews hl. 

Q. Okay. Could you please explain that 


answer? 
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AnoiThe  bowatboadsiactar tut ility vis 
looking for demand management opportunities that are 
effective over a few hours. 

The high load factor utility is looking 
for demand management opportunities that are effective 
over a longer period of time, or alternatively, it has 
to bunch short duration utilities to make them 
equivalent. Short duration opportunities to make them 
eqiivahbeny toda ilongrdurationKepportunity. 

QVyealimay be reading \toormuchMnto (this; 
but do you see the sole purpose of demand management, 
then, as being the reduction of peak, of lowering 
Capacity requirements? 

A. I guess from the point of view of the 
utility planner and testifying about the impact of 
demand management on utility plans, that is one 
important factor. What other areas would you -- 

Q. Well, would you say it is the most 
important factor? Okay. Would you agree that another 
important purpose of demand management would be the 
reduction of the energy demand placed on the system, 
regardless of where that reduction occurred relative to 
peak? 

A. o Okay. Iesguess*I would go back. 


Yes, it is an attempt. What demand 
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management is for; it is one option to bring demand and 
supply into balance in a least-cost fashion and in an 
environmentally acceptable fashion, so it serves a 


number of purposes, including that. 
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[3s005pamt) Q. Now, that you understand what you may 
be balancing off, would you say that the primary 
purpose of demand management, though, is to reduce 
peak? 

A. It's to reduce both peak and energy. 
It has benefits in both. 

Q. So, would you agree, then, that a 
program, a demand management measure that could reduce 
the energy requirement in a manner that would be 
effectivefor less than 16 hours, -ignoring bunching for 
the moment, could have an effect of producing the 
energy? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And that such a demand reduction 
program that reduced the area under the curve, that did 
not affect peak in any way, could be valuable because 
it would reduce fuel consumption? 

A. Yes. And in particular, the general 
thrust is that whatever benefits demand management, or 
indeed any option, bring to the system, should be fully 
recognized and that those benefits can take different 
forms. And so, for instance, this takes you into the 
area of avoided costs and giving the appropriate 
credits for the characteristics of the option, yes. 


Q. And would it also be valuable because 
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it reduces emissions, if it only affected energy and 
not peak? 

A. Yes, indeed. Any option-reducing 
emission should receive credits for that. 

Qe Okayw Nowp goingsback to our 
hypotheticals, I guess. Assuming peak is not affected, 
and assuming that we are not talking about a load 
shifting type of demand management, can you think of 
any other beneficial results flowing -- sorry, let me 
back up a moment. 

Assuming that peak is not affected - I 
can make this more simple - can you suggest any 
beneficial results flowing from a reduction in the 
energy of the system it is required to produce? So, 
peak is not affected, the only affect is reduction in 
energy. Can you think of any other benefits other than 
reduced emissions and lower fuel use? 

A. Those, I think, is the major ones. 

MR. SNELSON: A. If you burn less fuel 
you will have less ash, so you will less problems with 
ash disposal. 

MR. TABOREK: A. It's a measure that is 
very popular with the general public. So, it would be 
well received publicly. 


Q. Okay. Would you agree that a 
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reduction in the energy requirement that does not 
affect peak would have the effect of diminishing the 
load factor on the system? 

As Yess 

Q. And I believe you testified yesterday 
that a lower load factor might allow for a lower 
reliability margin. 

Any Yes. 

Q. Okay. And that would also possibly 
be perceived as a benefit? 

A..ive. YES). 

THE CHAIRMAN: I'm sorry. Maybe I have 
got my mathematics turned around. Why would it be a 
lower load factor, if peak remains the same and overall 
energy is reduced? 

MR. TABOREK: We had used the argument 
inversely before, that the consequences of having a 
problem with a very peaky utility is that the problem 
persists for a shorter period of time than if you have 
the same magnitude problem with a high load factor 
ULilibyeweSO,ar iChink swe used the phrase, the steepness 
of the cliff, if,.you will, iswless severe, the 
consequences of a problem are less severe. 

THE CHAIRMAN: That's the reliability we 


are talking about. I thought you said load factor and 
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load factor, the peak being constant and the amount of 
energy going down -- maybe I have my mathematics wrong. 

MR. TABOREK: Yes, the load factor goes 
down. 

MR. BARRIE: The load factor is simply 
the energy - that's the area under the curve - divided 
by what would have been supplied had the peak been 
supplied throughout. So, if you reduce the energy and 
leave the peak as it is, then clearly the load factor 
goes down. 

THE CHAIRMAN: All right. 

MR. MONGER: Q. To go back once again. 
The reference is to page 4259 of the transcript from 
yesterday, for the last question, it is where it was 
put on the record that reducing the load factor could 
reduce the reliability margin. 

Do you have any examples of demand 
management measures other than short-term load shifting 
measures that would be available to the low load factor 
utility which would not reduce the energy demand to the 
high load factor utility? 

MR. TABOREK: A. Could you say that 
again, please. 

Q. Okay. Ignoring load shifting type 


demand management, can you think of any measures that a 
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utility could take, the low load factor utility could 
take that would not also reduce the energy use of the 
high load factor utility? 

MR. SNELSON: A. I think the problem we 
are having with your question is that you are asking 
the question about two hypothetical utilities, and 
apart from the shape of the load curve, we haven't 
defined anything about these hypothetical utilities. 
So, we have no basis whatsoever to say what load 
management opportunities would be available to one and 
not the other because we have no information about the 
actual make up of their loads. 

Q. With respect, Mr. Taborek is on the 
record as using the same hypothetical utilities, saying 
Chatietherlower eload Sfactor -utiaity’ would “nave more in 
the way of opportunities for demand management than the 
high load@tactor™utiiity would, and’ “am just asking 
him to expand upon that, give me some examples of the 
greater numbers. 

A. But you did say the ones that would 
not affect peak. 

Q. No, no, we have gone past that now. 
Sorry if I have mislead you on that. 

I am talking now about ones that are not 


reliant on load shifting as -- 
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MR. TABOREK: A. But there is an energy 
component, too. 

Q. There is an energy component. 

MR. SNELSON: A. I can give you an 
example, and that is that quite a number of utilities 
in the United States experience short duration peaks 
due to air conditioning, and they have programs to 
encourage customers to take essentially an 
interruptible supply to their air conditioning load, 
and they are able to disconnect that air conditioning 
load for a short period of time. During that time, the 
customers are prepared to tolerate the fact that their 
house might be getting slightly warmer. But if the 
interruptions were to be sustained for a long period of 
time, then that wouldn't be the case. There are 
Similar opportunities with water heating as well. 

Q. Leaving the practicality of that 
option aside for the moment for the high load factor 
utility, you would agree with me that if such a program 
was utilized by the high load factor utility, it would 
also decrease the energy for that utility? 

A. Yes. And I think Mr. Taborek's point 
he was making was that if you have an opportunity such 
as, Say, interrupting water heaters, that water heaters 


can only be off for two hours, say, before the customer 
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runs out of hot water and needs to have it back on 
again, if you have a 2-hour peak, that is fully 
effective in reducing the peak, and it also reduces 
energy. 

For the high load factor utility to make 
the same reduction in peak, they would need at least 
four, say they are going to have an 8-hour peak, they 
would need at least four of such options to be used 
consecutively.) And, in fact, they don't actually 
achieve that benefit because of certain flyback 
provisions. But they will need at least four such 
programs to have the same effect. 

Now, it would also reduce energy, but it 
would be less attractive because the peak reduction 
would not be as large. 

Q. I understand that. I guess what this 
leads me to, then, is the question, really both 
utilities probably have the same opportunities for 
demand management, one will only affect energy 
possibly, and one will affect peak as well, or be more 
effective on peak? Do you understand what I am saying? 

A. Yes. I think that the same 
opportunities would have the same effect on energy for 
both systems and would have a bigger effect on peak for 


the low load factor utility than for the high load 
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factor utility. 

Q. I believe, Mr. Taborek, has agreed 
that there is a value to reducing energy. 

A. Most certainly, yes. 

MR « TABOREK Ag Yes. 

Oow At <pages2737 ‘ofevalbumée 416) in 
response to the question: "Is a high load factor 
preferred overrvavlow load factora"a'Mré Taborek 
responded in the negative, and went on to say: 

"Any utility with any kind of load 
factor will work to flatten it out. 

That's because it allows for the greatest 

utilization of the resources the utility 

hae." 

Would you agree with me that flattening 
the load curve will create a higher load factor by 
definition? 

Ro Yess 

Q. And does that not suggest that from 
the utility's perspective, a high load load factor is 
preferred, in fact? 

A. It's a case of given your equipment, 
you worked to make the best use of your equipment, your 
generation. 


I don't think you can go on and say if 
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you were designing and adding to a system, that there 
is any preference one way or the other. 

We had debated how far one could go with 
that and I don't think you can give a blanket assurance 
One way or the other. 

Q. But within an existing system, would 
you say that a high load factor is preferred? 

A. Yes. 

QO. (pOkays Now, can we take from this, in 
your opinion, will a utility work to increase off-peak 
load if the effect of such an increase is to flatten 
out the curve? 

Now, I am not talking here about load 
shifting again. If you are stuck with your peak, for 
the moment, would a utility try and increase its 
off-peak load to flatten the curve? 

MR. SNELSON: A. Traditionally, quite a 
lot of utilities have moved in that direction, provided 
the revenue they were going to get from increased 
off-peak sales exceeded their costs of making those 
sales. 

Q. Was Hydro one of those utilities? 

A. I believe that in the past we have 
had special rates for such loads. I don't think they 


exist today. 
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Q. But you believe in the past Hydro 
would actively promote an increase in energy? 

A. I believe that in the past, Ontario 
Hydro had a special rate for customers who would use 
energy in off-peak hours and in only off-peak hours. 
To some extent, the current time-of-use rates has some 
element of that in that the rates at night-time are 
lower than during the daytime. 

Q. Now, assuming the same peak, which I 
take it, in the example of Hydro in the past, would 
apply, why is a flat load curve more desirable than a 
peaky one, if the peaky one produces fewer emissions 
and requires less fuel and could lead to a lower 
reserve margin? 

MR. TABOREK: A. Well, the comment about 
producing more emissions presumes that emission 
controls appropriate to the regulation or to maintain 
in a constant level aren't fitted. 

In the case of Hydro and in the case of 
certainly the SO(2) emissions, and others of our 
emissions, we have to essentially maintain the same 
amount. So, when you look at the cost of meeting 
off-peak load, the cost of meeting all the obligations 
that you have, have to be taken into account. 


Q. I'm sorry, can you explain how that 
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last part, how the costs must be taken into account? 

A. Let's say Mr. Snelson mentioned that 
in looking to fill off-peak or to sell additional 
electricity off-peak, you judged whether the costs in 
the revenues were appropriate. You made the point that 
it would add, say, if it came from coal, it would add 
emissions. .I°said that with Hydro's regulations, 
certainly SO(2) and others, if we produced additional 
emissions from coal, we have a fixed tonnage limit, we 
would have to introduce additional controls. So that 
the costs that were taken into account against the 
revenues would have to include emission control costs. 

Q. Okay. Maybe you have already 
answered this. Why would Hydro work to have the 
greatest utilization of the resources the utility has 
if this leads to an increased emissions, fuel use and a 
higher reserve margin? 

A. Because the revenues gained would be 
more than the cost. And because people have a need 
that can be meet. 

MR. SNELSON: A. There is a point here, 
and that is that while off-peak rates in the past had 
this specific objective of increasing off-peak loads, 
that isn't today's objective of Ontario Hydro. 


The objective behind our time-of-use 
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rates at the moment is to have the costs we charge our 
customers more closely reflect how the cost varies 
through the day and to provide incentives to use less 
electricity during peak times, and also to provide 
incentives for customers to shift some of their use 
from peak times to from off-peak times. 

So, Ontario Hydro is not, at the moment, 
actively seeking new load. Ontario Hydro's time-of-use 


rates have the purposes I have enumerated. 
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P3eL9epem. | Q. Would you say Ontario Hydro, at the 
moment, is actively seeking to reduce energy? 

A. Ontario Hydro through it's demand 
management program is seeking to reduce energy and 
peak requirements. 

Q., In Ontario Hydro's specific case, can 
you tell me how the desire for a flat curve affects the 
uptake of demand management programs that could create 
a more peaky curve without actually affecting peak? 

A. Demand management programs are 
attempting to reduce both peak and energy. In 
calculating the avoided costs -- and we will come to 
avoided costs on Panel 3 in principle and Panel 4 in 
the details as they affect demand management programs. 
But, in calculating avoided cost we give credit for 
peak and energy savings as appropriate. 

So, an option that has energy savings but 
no peak savings will get credit for its energy savings, 
but it won't get credit for peak savings. 

Q. Okay. Would you agree with the 
statement that the decision that a flat load curve is 
desirable leads Ontario Hydro to reject the demand 
management options and that would leave peak unaffected 
but would reduce the energy demand on the system? 


MR. TABOREK: A. No, I don't think we 
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made that statement. 

Q. No, I didn't say you made that, I 
asked if you agreed with it. 

MR. SNELSON: A. I'm not sure that we 
Fully accept that a flat load curve is desirable. A 
flat load curve has the advantage of producing more 
energy from a certain amount of capacity, but I think 
that you have to carefully consider all of the 
advantages and disadvantages. 

Q. So, you don't agree then with the 
statement thatis “Dim v-sorry, 4 want *to “find rtexractly 
- any utility with any kind of load factor will work to 
flatten it out? 

That's the statement you are not agreeing 
with now? 

A. I believe Mr. Taborek later in his 
evidence said that utilities were designed in the 
system that you can't really clearly say whether the 
flat load curves are desirable, or not, and the 
utilities were design their system to meet whatever 
load curve they have. 

MR. TABOREK: A. The question is, is a 
high load factor preferred over a low load factor? No, 
not really. And then some observations. 


Q. You have just said that a utility 
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will work to meet the load curve it has, you will also 
attempt to manipulate the curve, I take it? 

MR. SNELSON: A. That iS correct, 
through demand management you will attempt to 
manipulate load curve. 

MR. MONGER: Those are my questions then, 
thank you. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Monger. 

Northumberland Environmental Protection. 

If you don't mind, we will take the 
afternoon break and we won't have to break in the 
middle of your presentation. 

THE REGISTRAR: We will recess for 
Fifteen minutes. 
=]-RECeS Swat32s0i sp om. 

---On resuming at 3:45 p.m. 

THE REGISTRAR: This hearing is again in 
session. Be seated, please. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Northumberland, Mrs. 
DeQuehen. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MRS. DEQUEHEN: 

Q. Good afternoon, I'm Ella DeQuehen 
from Norththumberland Environmental Protection and 
questions relate to Volume 6 -- 


THE. CHATRMAN: #@ThattsiExhabitwgs6; 2seit? 
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MRS. DEQUEHEN: No, Volume 6 of the 
transcripts of Panel 2. 

MS. PATTERSON: Volume 16? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Volume 16, I beg your 
pardon. They relate to a very few pages, 2758 to 2761, 
and they are in relation to public radiation 
protection. They are not in direct response to the 
text but we feel we must respond because of the fact 
that these pages present radiation protection in the 
very best light, without actually substantiating these 
claims. 

We feel that the only way to deal with 
this is to thoroughly analyze the subject. If we let 
it pass it will be the same as acknowledging what has 
been said here and we feel that statements are 
presented as simple propositions without difficulties 
whereas, in fact, they are fraught with difficulties, 
uncertainties, assumptions and we feel that the only 
way to tackle it is to go through the various terms and 
methodologies that are involved in order to present it 
in a truer light -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: Just so we understand each 
other, this is not the time in which you make a 
response in the way of putting forward your own case, 


that happens later. What you are here to do now and 
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which you are free to do is ask these witnesses any 
questions to elicit from them their answer. 

SO, an example for the statements that 
Ms. Ryan made about radioactive emissions you are 
entitled to ask her questions about it and get her 
answers. 

What you can't do is at this stage is get 
into an argument with her about it. In a sense, you 
can examine her thoroughly and point out any 
inconsistencies, or ask her to explain, or various 
things like that you are allowed to do and that is what 
we do now, but when it comes to the point when 
Northumberland wants to put its position forward about 
these things, that is done along with all the others. 
Do you follow me? 

MRS: DEQUEHEN: Yes. 

THE CHAIRMAN: So, what you should be 
doing now is asking questions of the panel. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: I'm going to ask 
questions but some of the questions are just not 
directly related to these, they are questions -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: You ask the questions and 
they will either be answered or they will say they 
can't answer it, or Mrs. FormusSa may say it's not a 


question you should be asking, but I think the best way 
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you should do is just ask the questions. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Perhaps I could just hand 
out these references to the questions I intend to.ask. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Certainly. Does the 
panel have copies of these? 

MRS. FORMUSA: They just received one 
now. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Q. I will be asking 
questions of Ms. Ryan. I wonder if you could turn to 
reference one. 

MSi.t RYANs [fA S7sY esi 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Q. Page 209. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Where is this from, 
please? 209 where did it come from? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: This is reference one. 

It is from World Energy Conference Report. It's on the 
cover, and it is Ontario Hydro's Exhibit A28, it's on 
the cover of reference one. 

MS. RYAN: What does the reference 
Ontario Hydro Exhibit A28 mean? 

MRS. FORMUSA: It's been given an Exhibit 
number, I suspect. 

MS. RYAN: Oh, okay. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: It was one that was in 


the library and that was under that Exhibit number. 
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MRS .SFORMUSANSGLe' Sseexhibit'55. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Exhibit 55, thank you. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Q. Page 209, paragraph 
one, two, three, four, five, it says "Limit in West 
Germany 0.3 mibvisveverts Nive irtespqustiithe last 
sentences ‘Itmistnotiva chealtvineprotection limit." I 
wonder if you could explain to me what is meant by, 
“This isnot; awhealthiprotection Gime"? 


MS. RYAN: A. IT think I need to point 


4500 


out to you that this is the first that I have seen this 


document and my position on this panel is to provide an 


overview of Ontario Hydro's environmental performance 
y 


with respect to the existing system and nuclear plant 


is one of the parts of that system. So my evidence and 


my expertise is to do with how our plant has met 
existing continuing regulations. 

A. I would feel that this type of 
discussion would be better served by Panel 9. 


THE CHAIRMAN: Having said that, within 


that limitation, do you have any understanding of what 


"health protection limit" means? 
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[3:50 p.m.]. MRS. DEQUEHEN: Well, if -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: No, no. Please. If you 
don ' ti» Sayigsox 

MSa RYANseein thisriconmtext, os hedo not. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: May I? 

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. Yes, now. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Q. Well, I would think 
there would ‘be» choices’ «mErther! istiisi above! athéalth 
protections! imit: Ana st ri ctumerweel titiecstricterithan 
health protection Jimilt or! it’ is rbelow,) it Gs less 
strict than a health protection limit. I mean, where 
does it come in relation to health protection limit? 

MS. RYAN: A. I assume that what this 
means; is thatritoishatregubkatoryrdose dimik, Go fe is 
taking into account a calculation similar to what we go 
through, based on an acceptable or a regulated dose 
limit, what is an acceptable emission limit from the 
station and so that it is designed to be geared 
directly to the operation of a given facility. It is 
not making any comment on the overall protection of 
health. It is a regulated dose limit. 

Q. And you wouldn't be able to draw a 
conclusion, whether a health protection limit should be 
higher or lower than that for a nuclear generating 


Station? Very well. I will withdraw the question. 
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Would you be able to define for me what a 
health protection standard involves? 

A. Are you looking for a definition in 
WOrds O54a%35- 

Ot maNopenosavebeanslocking«eGorea 
definition in words, absolutely, yes; not 
quantitatively. 

Ay JAgGainpsing ss 

Q. If I may explain, it just seems to me 
that quantitatively, it is very carefully and strictly 
defined. But qualitatively, could you tell me how a 
health protection standard would be defined? 

A. Again, I would refer you to our Panel 
9 where the people who deal with that topic in defining 
health protection standards will be participating. 

I could give you a definition that seems 
reasonable to me, but in the context of this document 
and: tun ethe contexte =a 

One Weszmanl cam notraskingl inthe l context 
of that document any more. 

A. And in the context of development -- 

Q. Context of this, these three pages 
that are in front. ofguss 

A. But in the context of the development 


of suchsa standard for nuclear® stations).1I do not have 
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expertise in that area. 

Q. Would you agree with this, that the 
classical definition of a health protection standard 
was defined as the level at which ill effect is first 
detectable. The standard was then set at 10 times 
below that level. 

That is the classical way in which a 
health standard was set, and that went right through 
until mid-1970s. 

A. I do not have any personal knowledge 
of that definition. That is not my area of expertise 
in®setting Giimi est. 

THE CHAIRMAN: But you say that there 
will be someone on Panel 9 who will be able to answer 
questions of that nature? 

MS. RYAN: To my knowledge, yes. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Q. Perhaps I could just 
go on to the next question, and this is referring to 
the second reference. De minimis radiation doses for 
Canada. 

Now, this gives a definition of a de 
minimis radiation dose. I wonder whether you are 
acquainted with this term. 

MS. RYAN: A. I am acquainted with the 


term "de minimis", yes. 
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Q. And this is 1990. Are you acquainted 
with this document? 
A. No, I am not. 
Q. This is the Recommended De Minimis 
Radiation Dose for Canada by the Advisory Committee on 
Radiological Protection and Advisory Committee on 
Nuclear Safety, Approved for publication 1988, revised 
ie AS HU 
Lt@stares here: 
"A de minimis collective dose --" 
No. The top, upper one: 
"A de minimis individual dose rate 
of 10 microsieverts per annum..." - 10 
microsieverts is 0.1 millisieverts - 
"...based on a risk level that would 
generally be regarded as neglible in 
comparison with other risks..." 
It is of that value and it gives a 
definition, do you agree, of a de minimis level? 
A. I haven't seen this document. 
OLSRENOs eebut eiSamaguspesaying, Chat 
particular clause gives -- 
A. I read where you are, yes. 
Q. Now, the present limiting dose for 


public annual exposure is 5 millisieverts per annum, is 
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Kbonots 

A. Yes; iteise 

Q. Now, this de minimis dose is defined 
at 0.01 millisieverts and this is the level at which 
effects are negligible, or in other words, this is a 
level at which effects appear, which I think you will 
agree is more or less the same thing. This is the 
first level at which either they are negligible or it 
is| detectable. This isvau OsOhasontin other words -— 
this -- so if, in the classical, using the classical 
procedure in the setting of standards - and by 
"Classical", I.am only .going -back to. the mid-70s - a 
health dose based on this de minimis dose will be 
somewhere in the region of 1 microsievert per annum, 
wouldn't it, if it was 10 times lower, on the threshold 
of detection. However -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: Now, I think it is pretty 
hard for -- this is a question, I take it, but I think 
you have to frame it in the form of a question. 

lings very) hardyfor Met Ryan to follow, 
but perhaps if you could just express the question you 
want her to answer. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Well, I want her to 
confirm that if the de minimis dose is 10 


microsieverts, then using the classical procedure with 
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regard to the derivation of a protection standard, it 
wouldsbeponen/ "That as ?just dividing by '10! 

OF > ts*=thatecorrect? 

MS. RYAN: A. Based on your definition. 

QO. Certainly, which can be checked 
afterwards, presumably. 

So that, using the classical definition 
of a safety standard, which was, as I have said 
repeatedly, was used up to 1970, and comparing that 
with the value which is being used as the limiting -- 
which is being quoted as limiting dose, it is 5,000 
times smaller. 

A. Just a minute, please. So, based on 
your definition of de minimis at 10 microsieverts? 

Q. Based on that and based on what I 
said about a classical standard being 10 times lower, 
generally. 

ALYee guess tne diwrfiiculty 1 am having is 
that I am not in a position to make judgment on these 
numbers. You are giving me information and it is based 
on a document that I have not seen bie tet 

THE CHAIRMAN: You can take the document 
as given. 

MS. RYAN: Okay. 


THE CHAIRMAN: The validity of the 
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document will have to be proved at some point-- 

MS. RYAN: I can work through the math. 

THE CHAIRMAN: But taking that as given, 
that question, if you can answer the question. 

Don't you also have to know what she 
means by the classical -- 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Q. Well, when I say 
“Cclassical", I mean, it appears in -- it was taught for 
very many years and standards which have not been 
altered since the 1970s were still set in that manner, 
a typical health standard. I mean, this is information 
from Health & Welfare and studying -- 

MS... RYAN? “Aso Well Litumay bela 
classical approach, but my understanding is, the 
concept of de minimis is quite new and I did not 
realize that final agreement had been reached and that 
it was being implemented, so -- 

On aNoy Gigamiagt Baying thathit is 
implemented. I am sorry. I am merely saying that that 
gives a measure. It is agreed that that is a measure 
where health effects are negligible or no longer 
detectable. And that same reasoning was used in 
Classical, and when I say "classical", it is not 
generally called "classical". I am merely using it to 


differentiate. 
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THE CHAIRMAN: Differentiate from what? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: To differentiate from 
the manner in which the standard is presently set. 
Thisjas. whated swanthto! getytos 

MS. RYAN: I would suggest if the 
discussion you want is on how our standards have been 
set and are they at an appropriate limit, I am not the 
best person to be providing you answers. Panel 9 would 
do that better. 

I can work through the math and give you 
a judgment, this number is bigger than that, but I 
cannot give you the background of knowledge of method 
development and what has gone on, into it in detail to 
provide you those answers. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Perhaps you could help me 
as to what exactly is the point you are trying to make 


here? What is the point you are trying to make? 
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[431059 Dp. mi] MRS. DEQUEHEN: I think the point I am 
trying to make is that they have used these pages to 
present the field -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: "These pages" being? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: These pages in Volume 16 
here, in their presentation to present the field of 
radiological protection in the very best light without 
actually substantiating the actual statements they 
make. They presented them as simple propositions. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Perhaps you could refer to 
the statements and ask them what they have to 
Substantiate it, the statements, those that you take 
issue with. 

think? 1 fiyoumcoouldeidentiey etne 
statements that you take issue with, which you don't 
think are substantiated, then you can ask them what 
they have to substantiate it. Because I am not sure 
where this particular discussion is getting us that we 
are having right now. It's not helping us to decide 
what we have to decide. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Well, I hoped that they 
would have to modify what they have written here, 
whether verbally or not. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, they haven't 


written -- 
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MRS. DEQUEHEN: I feel that if this goes 
unchanged for the next seven months, it will look as 
thoughtn tvisy acceptableyaiwhachsretis not-at all. 

Statements such as this, on page -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: Just a moment now, just so 
we understand each other. Nothing that they say, that 
has been written down, is immune from challenge. In 
fact, that's what the interventions are for. The 
intervenors are going to present evidence which will 
take a different view in some areas than has been taken 
neres We; at thevend"of'ie alyewill*havemto try and 
sort it out and make decisions on it. 

This is not the time to argue those out. 
But if there are statements in there that you take 
issue with, which you think are not substantiated, then 
the usual way to do it is to draw their attention to 
those statements and ask them what basis they have for 
making those statements. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Well, statements here 
taken in -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: Why don't you do it that 
way, if I can suggest that to you. Because I don't 
think we are getting very far in helping us with these 
questions. 


MRS. DEQUEHEN: Q. Well, the statement 
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on page 2761, line 5: 

"The dose from station emissions to a 
member of the public living at the 
boundary is a small fraction, about 1 to 
2 per cent, of what they receive from 
natural background radiation." 

Could you please substantiate that? 

MS. RYAN: A. My understanding and our 
information is that natural background radiation is 
about two-and-a-half millisieverts to the average 
Ontarian. 

We cannot measure dose to the public as a 
one measure type of measurement, so what we do is look 
at the pathways by which our emissions can get from the 
Station to the public and we do two things. 

No. 1, based on our emissions which are 
measured at the station, we calculate what dose that 
would result in in a member of the public at the 
boundary. That calculation is based upon the 
methodology which has been approved by the Atomic 
Energy Control Board, based on pathways and modelling 
detail. 

And so based on the given emissions in a 
year, taken through a model to a person, and this is 


hypothetical person, and the most Susceptible living at 
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the boundary, we do a calculation and that calculation 
tells us that, in fact, that person receives less than 
one per cent of the regulated dose limit. 

Invaddibvonstoe Eat; .we go.outtanto the 
environment, off the property of the station, and take 
measurements of various samples such as milk, 
sediments, vegetables, honey, it depends on the 
specific station because the models are 
station-specific. 

Then, in addition to that, based on those 
measurements, we go through the calculation and compare 
that to the dose limit as well. 

One whats, usethewmealculation to work out 
the dose of exposure-- 

A. Yes. 

Oweecto thegomiricalvogrnoup. 

Are you talking about DELs? 

A. I am reporting about the emissions 
would be compared to the derived emission limits. But 
the dose that is calculated is based upon the 
regulatory standard for public dose. 

Q. Could you give me the definition of 
DEL? 

A. The derived emission limit? 


Osnaves. 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


24 


25 


Taborek,Barrie, 4513 
Snelson,Ryan 
cr ex (DeQuehen) 


A. The derived emission limit is the 
allowed rate of emission, which is back-calculated 
based upon the regulated public dose. 

Q. And when you say the "regulated 
public dose," that is the dose level which we were 
talking about, could you give me the value of that 
regulated public dose? 

A. That is the»S millisieverts that you 
mentioned. 

Q. And could you give me the actual term 
that is used from what you call the regulated public 
dose? 

THE CHAIRMAN: By term you mean? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Well, the actual name 
which is specifically used to describe this. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Do you know the name? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Well, the point is -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: If you know it, then maybe 
you could suggest it to her and she can agree or 
disagree. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Oh, well. I mean, she 
only has to look here on 2760, and here it is called 
the limiting public dose. 

Q. Would you say it is a public dose or 


public dose exposure? 
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Could you suggest a difference between a 
dose and dose exposure? Because they are very 
different things. 

MSSARYAN: TA LeYAgain perotnink’the 
discussion that you seem to want to get into is not -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: No, no. Help her as much 
as you can, if you can't help her... But help her as 
much aS you can. 

MS OcRYANS. Dtdoneatknow: 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Q. I challenge this 
definition here because it is really a dose exposure we 
are talking about, an annual dose exposure over time. 

MS. RYAN: A. Yes. 

Q. And here it doesn't mention annual 
and it doesn't mention exposure. I mean, a dose, 
you're just going dose someone, they walk through and 
get a dose. 

With regard to these derived emission 
limits, which, as you say, depend upon the public dose 
exposure, limiting public dose exposure-- 

A SaLesr 

Q. --would you admit that in the 
derivation of this value there is an enormous amount of 
uncertainty, assumptions involved, judgmental decisions 


to be made, an enormous amount of uncertainty and error 
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altogether. So that, although you start with a 
particular value, which you derive this DRL, would you 
admit that a lot of error and obscurity could come in 
which would bear analysis? And here I think we could 
turn to the volume which was in response to 
Interrogatory 9.22.6. I think there was just one copy. 

A. Excuse me, what are you referring to? 

Q. The basis for derived limits for the 
emission of radionuclides in airborne and liquid 
effluents from Ontario Hydro nuclear facilities? 

A. Excuse me, was that an interrogatory 
starting with a 9? 

QO... Yess. 

A. So, it was answered by Panel 9. 

Q. Certainly. But I am referring to it 
here. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, what page of 
9.22.6 are we on? I have got it here -- 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: I am just referring not 
to any page-in, particular, but I think’ this =- 

THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, only one person 
talking at the time. If I am talking then I am the one 
ton, talki, 

This interrogatory is like this. So, 


could you just tell us what page it is you are looking 
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at? That would be a great help. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Well, starting with the 
beginning and going through the whole thing deals with 
derivation. 

MRS. FORMUSA: We don't have a copy of 
the’ report. “That wasn’t one of our handouts. We have 
to go back and get it. 

THE CHAIRMAN: You don't have it? 

MRS. FORMUSA: We have it back there. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Maybe you could just tell 
us what your line of questioning is. 

MRS%, DEQUEHEN: —eres. © don’t think rts 
terribly important you haven't got a copy. 

My point is just that it involves an 
enormous number of calculations and derivations and 
coefficients and transfer of parameters, et cetera, et 
cetera, all of which involve an enormous possibility 
forvuncertainty;- error, assumptions. So, it makes it 
very, let us say, flexible sort of values, so that 
although they start with definite standard, the 
possibilities become huge for variation to creep in. 

It would require a lot of analysis, which 
we don't intend to do here. But it's merely, if I may 
explain, that this is all represented as so 


straightforward and simple and precise, but the truth 
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Boe ity. Sots, 

If I could have gone through the method I 
had hoped would show how the whole methodology is just 
fraught with difficulties. I hoped it would illustrate 
the fact that it is not just a matter of simple 
Propositions which are presented. And until there is 
clarification of the methodology, they can't really 
draw these conclusions which are unsubstantiated. 

THE CHAIRMAN: And this is methodology 
for what? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Methodology. 

THE CHAIRMAN: For what? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: The way in which 
standards are derived and set, how they relate to 
health issues. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Just a moment. You have 
got to be patient with me. 

They don't set the standards, if you are 
talking about radionuclides, they don't set the 
Standards, other people set the standards and then they 
attempt to comply with them. 

Are you attacking the standards or are 
you attacking the level of compliance? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: I am attacking the 


conclusion or the implication that these methods 
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actually protect the public against radiation because 
theve) are ‘al slots offs ubteeiesy 

THE CHAIRMAN: I am sorry, I just want to 
be clear. Are you attacking the standards that are set 


by the AECB? 
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[42-23% -Deatsel Is that what you're attacking? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Not at all, I am not 
attacking the standards set. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Their evidence is, ina 
nutshell, that they presently meet those standards by 
whatever criteria you want. They are less than one per 
cent of the published standards, but the policy is to 
have the standards to being as low as is reasonably 
obtainable. That's their evidence so far, ina 
nutshell, I guess. Do you have any concern about that? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Absolutely. 

THE CHAIRMAN: What is the nature of your 
concern? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: My concern is, the 
implication that because they meet the standards 
radiation is being protected. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Do you have any comment to 
make on that? 

MS. RYAN: A. Yes, I do. I guess my 
comment is that there are regulated limits for public 
dose exposure and you have taken issue with the model 
used to go from the standard to our emission limit. 

In any model there are assumptions made. 
My understanding is that in developing our models we 


use conservative assumptions and that these are 
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reviewed by, and approved by, the Atomic Energy Control 
Board. In addition to that the people working on the 

models are cognizant of the other studies going on and 
SO incorporate new information as it becomes available. 

Inthinkeitsispgadsomimportantitosnote that 
we are not working at the standard, we have set in 
Operating target of one per cent of that standard and 
we do, in fact, meet that operating target. So, in 
fact, our -- and the calculations are to a member of 
the public at the fence line and the calculations are 
based upon the most susceptible member of the public. 

So, again, in going to what the general 
public might receive there is another conservative 
assumption made there. My position is that we are, in 
fact, operating the station such that the dose to a 
member of the public is extremely low and well below 
the regulated limit and the graph I presented was only 
to give an idea of the dose that people might receive 
from various sources. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Q. Well, I think I have 
to come back to the beginning. When you say "the 
regulated limit,"-- 

MS... RYAN: "wASeRiYes: 

Q. --is that a health»standard? 


A. My understanding -- 
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Q. I would have to come back and ask all 
those questions again. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Let her answer the 
question. 

mrov: DEQUEHEN?:) OV” Tsert- at hearth 
standard? 

MS. RYAN: A. My understanding is that - 
and I'll call it the regulated limit is - the public 
dose limit is set to protect public health. 

Q. Is that the sole consideration that 
is taken into effect when that -- in the method by 
which that limit is set, health? 

A. I do not have any further information 
on specifically how the limit is set. Again, the 
nuclear panel would have more information on that. 

Q. So, are you saying that you do not 
know, in fact, what protection -- you are saying, you 
do not know what health protection that dose gives -- 
regulated limit gives, that is not within your sphere 
of knowledge? 

A. I'm saying that the Atomic Energy -- 

Q. No, no, no, that wasn't what TI was 
asking. I was saying, do you know how much protection, 
Or can you define the amount of protection to health 


that that regulated dose limit, as you call #£t7 gives? 
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A. If you are talking about the dose 
limit that is set by the Atomic Energy Control Board as 
Our regulated limit, I do not have detailed knowledge 
of all of the parameters that went into setting that. 
However, it is my understanding that it was set to 
protect public health. It is also my understanding 
that they are looking at that standard and are looking 
FW ge 

Q. I wasn't asking you about that. 

THE CHAIRMAN: I think she can finish 
that. 

MS. RYAN: As I pointed out, the standard 
is being re-evaluated and has been over a number of 
years and is likely to be lowered and it may perhaps be 
a five-fold lowering. But, it hasn't been done yet. 

MRS. DEQEHEN so Oem abut, you.cannot, -oO4T 
anyone on the panel, cannot give any definite, or know 
of no definite evidence, of the protective affect of 
this dose? 

MS. RYAN: A. Again that expertise would 
be on Panel 9. 

Q. So, you are, as it were, working in 
the dark? When I say, “working in the dark," you're 
merely taking a number and stating that according to 


the monitoring of the emissions you are reaching a 
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certain level. 

But, as for the effectiveness of that 
particular value, which is public limiting dose, as to 
effectiveness, you do not know. So, here all you are 
stating is that that particular number is, according to 
your methodology, actually as compared to background 
radiation and as compared to derived release levels you 
Can give me the relationship between that number and 
others but you know nothing about the effectiveness of 
the actual protection, public radiation protection. 
You merely know how that number fits in with the rest 
of the methodology. It is more like a numerical 
exercise, in fact -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: I think this is going to 
be -alwvery® long,questions. €an* vouVanswer it. so. Far? 

MS. RYAN: I have two comments. One is 
that although I do not have detailed knowledge of the 
method of setting standards I believe it's a fair 
assumption to believe that our operating target of one 
per cent of the regulated limit - which is what we are 
meeting — is; an fact @provi ding: avileveizor 
environmental protection and public health protection. 

I think I also need to state that my 
position on this panel is to give an overview and 


Ontario Hydro has a lot of people who work in the field 
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of radiation protection and I rely on their expertise 
in being knowledgeable of model development and 
Standard setting and that type of thing. I do not need 
to know all of the details to be able to provide the 
information with confidence that, in fact, we are 
operating at one per cent of the regulated limit. 

THE CHAIRMAN: That wasn't really the 
question. The question was do you have any opinion one 
way or the other of the effectiveness from a health 
point of view of the standards? 

MS. RYAN: My understanding is -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: Other than your evidence 
you've already given that they were designed to protect 
the public. 

MS. RYAN: They were designed to protect 
the public and the fact that they are undergoing review 
now indicates that there is a need for them to be 
lowered. 

THE CHAIRMAN: I think we have pretty 
well exhausted that subject. I think we can perhaps go 
on to a new topic now. I think that I've got your 
position and Hydro's position fairly well implanted in 
my mind. 

MS. PATTERSON: That doesn't prevent you 


from coming back to Panel 9. 
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THE CHAIRMAN: You can ask other 
questions. On that particular question the 
effectiveness of the radiation -- the health affects of 
the radiation limits I think I have your position and I 
have Ontario Hydro's position. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Perhaps I could just 
clarify my position; or not? 

THE. CHAIRMAN ton Ad: Lonights. . )Iochhinkyit 
understand it, but you go ahead. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: I just feel that a view 
is coming over which is completely unsubstantiated 
because they are just doing the little last flip but 
still using that to put over an idea that there is 
complete protection. 

But when you actually analyze the whole 
Situation, fundamentally from the beginning, you get 
quite a different view of the whole thing, obviously 
this panel isn't equipped to do it, but somehow their 
representation on those pages puts forward the idea 
that there is radiation protection which, if analyzed 
in detail and thoroughly, would not have held up. 

THE CHAIRMAN: I didn't mean to cut you 
off from any other questions. I just thought that 
particular question of the effectiveness from a health 


point of view of the radiation limits had been 
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exhausted as far as anything this panel could tell you 
about that. 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Yes, I realize that, that 
this panel can't tell me, but I just feel that their 
presentation should not have given a false 
representation. I think that the whole thing is very 
falsely represented to the public. 

THE CHAIRMAN: You have no further 
questions? 

MRS. DEQUEHEN: Thank you very much. No, 
I haven't. It was all on this one particular issue. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Thompson, are you 
ready to go? 

CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. THOMPSON: 

MR. THOMPSON: Q. My first couple of 
questions have to deal with Interrogatory 2.24.10. I 
don't think there is any need to turn it up because I 
think the questions are fairly straightforward. 

I understand that if the Keith Generating 
Station in Windsor were to be restarted that it would 
not eliminate the need for the Windsor area overload 
protection and load rejection scheme. Could any of the 
panel confirm that for me or would I wait for another 
panel? 


MR. BARRIE: A. Can you give me that 
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again? 

Q. If the Keith station were tobe 
restarted my understanding is that this would not 
eliminate the need for the Windsor area overload 


protection and the load rejection scheme in that area. 
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P43 35e5. ma} A. I think that is correct. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. And my 
understanding of the Lambton generation rejection 
scheme, it appears to depend on the tie-line 
connections to Michigan rather than restrictions to 
Ontario; itselsm, 

If these tie-lines to Michigan were 
upgraded, would this eliminate or reduce the need for 
the Lambton generation rejection scheme? 

AS” You®are correct, that the Lambton 
generation rejection scheme is related to, flows on the 
tie-lines after certain contingencies occur. 

I would have to know the specifics of 
what upgrading would take place to give an Opinion as 
to whether the need would be removed. Clearly, at some 
point, yes, it would be removed. 

Qn “1 "fhanky that tisofineteor den! tethink 
there is any need for further undertakings on that. 

Thirdly, I happen to note here on this 
interrogatory that there is a load rejection scheme on 
the, if my pronunciation is correct, the Beauharnois? 

A. Beauharnois. 

Q. Beauharnois. Now -- 

THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, Mr. Thompson. 


Sorry to interrupt you. Just before I forget, I think 
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the document that had the definition, the de minimis 
definition which was referred to, should be marked as 
an exhibit. It will be the next exhibit number. It 
was Reference No. 2 on Mrs. DeQuehen's... 

THE REGISTRAR: 169, Mr. Chairman. 

THE CHAIRMAN: 169? 

THE REGISTRAR: Yes. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. 


---EXHIBIT NO. 169: Northumberland Environmental 
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Protection Reference 2, Panel 2. 


MR. THOMPSON: Q. Perhaps you could 
clear up just a little bit of a mystery for me. 


Last Friday afternoon, I completely by 


accident drove by the Beauharnois dam, and unless I was 


mistaken, it seemed to me to be located inside the 


Province of Quebec and that there was Signs on it 


Saying "Quebec Power", and did I miss something or how 


is one of your plants in Quebec with Quebec signs on 


Lt? 


Admittedly, I was driving a truck at the 


time and I was paying my attention to the road, but i 
is just a little bit of a mystery to me as to -- 

MR. BARRIE: A. I don't think your eye 
are deceiving you, no. That is correct. 


The rejection will reject generation. 
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will be in Quebec, but it is associated with a 
contingency occurring in the Ontario transmission 
system. 

Q. So, is it a Quebec plant or your 
plant? 

A. Yes. It is a Quebec plant. 

Q. All right. Thank you. That was just 
something that I, just when I noticed the name here 
today, I thought, hmm, I have been there recently and 
something twigged on me. 

Now, the next questions have to do with 
the customer interruption costs and Mr. Rodger on 
several occasions has looked at it. 

Now, I have some concerns on that and 
perhaps just by giving you a brief example as to why I 
have these concerns, I would like to comment on which 
aspect of my logic may or may not be correct. 

For about the past five years, I have 
been on the Board of Governors of our local 50-bed 
hospital, and as a member of the Finance Committee for 
that time, I have had occasion to explore the costs of 
power outages insofar as it pertains to the costs of 
maintenance, operation and replacement of our standby 
generator. 


For us, a standby generator is pretty 
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well mandated, in that, as I understand, we have to 
have it to keep our accreditation as a hospital. 

Therefore, if you were to ask us about 
the costs of doing without the electricity supplied by 
Ontario Hydro, we would say that it would approximate 
the diesel fuel costs of about $20 an hour plus the 
inconvenience of having our elevators out of service 
during the power outage. 

If, however, we were asked about the cost 
of having no electricity, at all, for an hour due to 
either the absence of or breakdown of our generator, 
the costs of being without power could escalate into 
the value of human life itself. And this over the past 
years has been a real concern to us on the Board. 

Therefore, as I see it, the costs of 
doing without electricity from Ontario Hydro and the 


costs of doing without electricity, period, can be 


‘Substantially different and can lead to substantially 


different conclusions, depending on the assumptions 
used. 

I realize that reality of the actual 
costs is probably somewhere in the middle, but I guess 
the long way to a short question is to ask how the 
customer interruption costs were measured, especially 


if and where customers had already purchased these 
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generators or special protection systems, as I call it, 
by the time of the survey, insofar as that the special 
protection systems may artificially and substantially 
lower the actual costs of a one-hour interruption, in 
that from my point of view, I have some difficulty in 
Saying that the cost of a power outage for our hospital 
is $20 an hour. 

It just intuitively somehow doesn't seem 
that that fully represents the mai COSts: and that 
somehow, there is something that seems to be missing 
from the equation and perhaps you could help me with 
that in taking my concern through to how you actually 
developed your costs of one hour's power outage. 

MR. TABOREK: A. The costs in the 
different categories, the questions asked were 
essentially aimed at asking the customer what he would 
do, what he would actually pay for in the event of 
various outages that were described to him. So, if his 
response was that he would put in place a back-up 
generator, then that would be the cost. 

That was true of all categories, except 
in our original survey, that put to the residential, 
and they were asked a premium type of question. 

Now, later surveys have attempted to put 


the same question of costs to the residential people, 
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as well, so that the thrust of the questions is: What 


would you actually pay, what would you actually do, and 


what would it cost you to do that particular action in 


the event of the defined outages. 


Q. 


So, the 


to remedy the outage; not 


Outage, itself? 


Okay. 


A. 


Not the 


Not the 


Now, in 


take. Various terms have 


indirect costs, et cetera. 


costs then would be the costs 


the actual effect of the 


consequences of the outage. 


consequence of the outage, 


particular, the example you 
been used as externalities, 


There are many other costs 


that are recognized that could be -- that might be 


occurring, but what we attempted to try and pin down 


was Simply the direct cost. 


Q. 


A. 


Okay, fine. 


Lv could 


give you an example of some 


of the questions that are asked, for instance. 


Q. 


No. I think that has answered ies 


that you are coming at the replacement costs-- 


A. 
oR 
be incurred. 


A. 


Yess 


—-rather than the losses which might 


And in your particular instance, I 
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would presume the answer would be what we would have -- 
if you did not have a diesel generator, the answer 
would be we would put in a diesel generator and the 
cost of that would be assessed against the various 
durations of outages. 

Q. It was just unclear from the 
terminology in Exhibit 87 when costs can apply to many 
bhangs ,/tthe “Losses’*incurred”™or the replacement’ costs=- 

AQ™ (That Ws correct. 

Q. --and this is the first time I have 
come across the fact that it is actually the 
replacement costs rather than the losses which might be 
incurred. 

A MeThat¥ is! raeghnt: 

One Okaysl" Soypeethateis  fine™ 

Now I would just like to briefly explore 
the costs of a one-hour power interruption on farms to 
follow up on the two cross-examinations by AMPCO, and I 
think that we can pretty easily satisfy both myself and 
Mr. Rodger by coming up with maybe a couple of 
assumptions. 

As a basis for my question, part of the 
differences I see may be in definition, that it is 
generally and widely accepted, as I understand it, 


that - and this is Assumption 1 that I am going to 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


24 


25 


Taborek,Barrie, 4535 


Snelson,Ryan 
cr ex (Thompson) 


make - approximately 20 per cent of all census or tax 
filer farms produce about 80 per cent of all 
agricultural output; thus being, for some definitions, 
large farms. The other 80 per cent would appear to 
produce so little because they are subsistence farmers 
Or part-time or retired, that they would effectively 
produce very little. 

The second assumption is that Ontario 
farmers would have a larger proportion of greenhouses, 
poultry and swine and other electricity-dependent 
Operations than the national average. 

So, given those two assumptions, I do not 
have any difficulty and I would like to get the Board's 
or the Panel's opinion. Would you agree with me that 
it is therefore possible that Hydro's survey of large 
farms that produce the high costs and that it's been 
referred to before as approximately $275 compared to 
the 74 cents that was produced by the survey, 
Saskatchewan survey referred to earlier. 

Given the statistical -- you are 
comparing 20 per cent of Ontario farms versus 80 per 
cent of all farms, given the weighting, would you agree 
with me that it is entirely possible that both could be 
correct, both this 275 and the 74 cents, or that we 


could, because of the weighting in these assumptions, 
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be coming up with something which we could all accept? 

I don't have any trouble with the ratios 
and I am not going to argue about the actual numbers. 
It just seems plausible to me that if you are surveying 
all farms, 74 cents is reasonable. If you are 
Surveying the top 20 per cent of all Ontario farms, 
that number would also be somewhere reasonable. 

MR. SNELSON: A. Well, I can comment on 
that. Directionally, you may very well be right, that 
large farmers are more electricity-intensive and have 
larger damage costs, so that may very well be right. 

One of the reasons that the very large 
number for large farms gave us sovmuch difficulty’ in 
1981 and the reason we do not use it today is that it 
seemed to be high enough that if interruption costs 
were really that high, then they would have a financial 
incentive to install their own back-up generation 
facilities. 

So, we felt that it was probably not a 
realistic number to have it that high. 

QO. Okay» Now, Ivithink because of the 
time, I will go through quickly. I am sorry to admit, 
I have lost a little thackcofrjwst what Gan Fineréase in 
the weighted average costs of interruption might mean. 


Let us assume for just a moment that my 
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concerns are valid and that the cost of interruptions 
are somewhat higher than reported, both on farms and on 
other areas of society. 

What who an increase in the weighted 
average cost of power actually mean for us here? 

MR. TABOREK: A. If we were in the 
determination of the minimum total customer costs, 
we -- 

Q. The cost of an outage, I should make 
clear. 

An) “Yes; okay.) 8Té) you double the cost of 
an outage, it would add 1 per cent to the reserve 
margin that gives you minimum total customer cost. 

If you halve the cost of an outage, you 
would deduct 2 per cent. Just let me check that I have 
my numbers in the right direction. 

Q. My concern arises from the fact that 
I have this concern or idea that the use of generators 
might artificially lower the reported cost of an outage 
and that if we -- I hate using the term "level playing 
field", but if we made everything equal or appeared to 
be equal, that the actual cost of an outage may be 
higher than what is reported. 

I think I hear you saying, no, that is 


not the case. Our methodology was used before we 
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assumed the generators. 

Aseyl@S ty JUust51 § ehomaymbakesthemoin 
step. I did give you the reverse number. I would 
nefergyou\to»Tables5-1bonspages9 waof sExhibiteay. 

Noo Bw tlgamesorcyawicl tet splepemicentivand... 
It is 1 per cent in either direction for doubling or 
halving, so that is the differential. 

And then your subsequent question is that 
it is -- these numbers are already so large, they are 
about 100 times the cost of power, for instance, so if 
you.have, aniaveragenof+$5. or $6 ,<-that: sissrcompared: to 5 


Or 6 cents for the cost of power. 
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[4:50 p.m. ] So, because it is so large, the minimum 
total customer cost comes when you have very little in 
the way of outages, almost a negotiable amount. And 
Since it is a negligible amount, differences in the 
cost of power which you estimate, don't really have 
Significant effect on the reserve margin you will 
choose, and that's the numbers I gave you Table 5.1. 

Pesto “follow seo that, I think I 
understand, is or would there be any effect on the 
reserve margin from the installation and the usage of 
Standby generators on farms other areas in the 
province? 

A. What it would do, I would presume is 
that a farm respondent would then say that his cost of 
an interruption was merely the fueling and running cost 
aS opposed to purchase cost since he had already sunk 
the cost, I would presume. Would that be the way it 
would work? Yes. 

Consequently, his responses would be for 
lower numbers. The lower numbers would then be 


weighted by all the other farm responses and then 





weighted by the whole set of responses, and I think the 





effect would be a small change on the PIesently so, 9). 
That takes us to the point, very large changes in the 


9-91, like a doubling and halving, are Only going to 
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have about a one per cent, plus or minus, effect on the 


reserve margin. 


Q. So, if everybody in Ontario could 


economically use standby generation, the reserve margin 


wouldn't change by anymore than just your -- 


A. Well now, if everybody in Ontario did 


it -- I sort of multiplied by, the percentage of people 


who do it, of course, is important. 

Q.0n Ts should maybe Vstress;Sif' it's 
economic for them or if they have them as normal 
business rather than -- 

Diawies; pthatis, okay. 

O-g@eAlterighte. DNow,.in® the? examination 
in chief, I heard somebody mention, and I am not just 
too sure who and exactly what the concept was, but I 
seem to understand that the system is such it allows 
Ontario Hydro to either optimize generation economics, 
if that's the right terminology, in that you can chose 
which generation plants can be utilized in what 
Capacity to provide the -- I think the word was 
optimum, or least cost, or most economic, or most 
environmentally sound, or what was the terminology 
there? 

MR. BARRIE: A. That was my part of my 


evidence in chief, I think. I think if I can remember 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


24 


25 


Taborek,Barrie, 
Snelson,Ryan 
cr ex (Thompson) 


the words, we are trying to optimize with a number of 
objectives, and you have mentioned some of them. 

Q. Now, I guess the concern I had on 
that was that optimization of generation may not 
necessarily mean optimization of transmission, that is 
it possible to have the best generating sources on, you 
would also be using the longest transmission lines? 

A. When we are optimizing generation, 
one the factors that is taken account of is 
transmission losses. 

Q. I see. 

A. So, it is possible that you could 
have a very efficient and cheap source of generation 
that would incur losses. 

What that would have the effect of doing 
is to subtract, if you will, some of the economic 
advantage of that source of generation. So7e Liga s 
taken account of and it is part of the cost 
optimization. 

Q. I was just concerned that generation 
was being considered exclusive of the transmission 
considerations, and your response, as I understand it, 
transmission is part of the equation? 

A. Yes, indeed. In system operation the 


two are indivisable. We are system controllers, not 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


Taborek,Barrie, 
Snelson,Ryan 
cr ex (Thompson) 


generation controllers or transmission controllers; we 
are system controllers. 

Q. One last question, I believe it was 
in the State of the Environment Report which indicated 
that radioactive waste oil was being transferred from 
Pickering to Bruce. I guess the concern some members 
of the farm community have is the wisdom behind 
transporting any sort of radioactive waste through the 
country side, where farmers live, in order to store it 


at some other place than where it was generated. I 
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just wondered if you could comment on the decision made 


to do that and how short term a solution storing this 
Oil at Bruce is scheduled to be? 

MS. RYAN: A. My understanding is that 
the decision was made to transport it to Bruce because 
they do, in fact, have waste storage facilities with 
the appropriate design to safely maintain it and that 
would remove it from Pickering. 

The length of storage I would have check 
onsthatrenigdon’ taknowse 

MR. THOMPSON: Thank you very much, 
Panel. 

Those are my questions, Mr. Chairman. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Thompson. 


We are fairly accurate. Mr. Castrilli 
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you have got to tell him that - after the scoping on 3, 


but he will be expected to be on then. 
MS. MARLATT: Yes. And I believe that 
Northwatch is also cross-examining on Monday. 
THE CHAIRMAN: Northwatch has lost its 
turn. If you want to go ahead, you are entitled to. 
MS. MARLATT: Since they are not here, 
but no... It's fine with me if Northwatch proceeds. 
THE CHAIRMAN: I am not sure it's fine 
with Mr. Castrilli. 


MS. MARLATT: We will sort that out. 


THE CHAIRMAN: Can the three of you short 


that. ouc? 
MS. MARLATT: Yes. 


THE CHAIRMAN: That's great. 


Then OMAA and then Mrs. Mackesy, and then 


Mr. Hunter and then Ms. Couban. Nine o'clock on 


Monday, June the 10th, for scoping of Panel 3, tomorrow 


morning at 8:45 for those who are going to Darlington. 


THE REGISTRAR: This hearing is adjourned 


until Monday morning next at nine o'clock for the 


scoping of Panel 3, and until 8:45 tomorrow morning for 


the tour. 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


Taborek,Barrie, 
Snelson,Ryan 


—--Whereupon the hearing was adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 
to be resumed on Monday, June 10th, at 9:00 a.m. 


JAS/BV/DD [e.icopyright. 1985] . 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 
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